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C h a p te r  1: T h e  Q u es tio n e d  P e r ic o p e  A d u lte ra e
1.0  I n t r o d u c t io n
There is perhaps no other passage in the New Testament canon that is 
more beloved and yet more controversial than John 7:53-8:11, also known 
as the Pericope Adulterae, the Pericope de Adultera, and the “Woman Taken 
in Adultery,” among other titles.1 These twelve verses are treasured for 
their highlighting of the amazing grace of Jesus contrasted with the 
judgmental spirit of man, epitomized by the religious elite. One of these 
twelve verses is arguably the most-often quoted verse of the Bible, verse 7 : 
“let he who is without sin be first to cast a stone...” Christians and non­
Christians alike have been known to quote this verse in reference to 
refraining from judgment.2
However popular the Pericope Adulterae may be, the text is best known 
for the textual criticism problems associated with it. As Judith Jones 
(2008:24) notes, “The story is simple, but it is not without its mysteries.” 
Perhaps this is why Hisako Kinukawa (2000:82-96) has labeled the story “A 
Well-Cherished but Much-Clouded Story.” While this passage is found 
following verse 52 of John chapter 7 in most translations, it is almost always 
marked with a footnote addressing the uncertainty of the passage’s origin 
due to its omission in the oldest manuscripts that are available to us at the 
present; some translations even state that the passage is missing from the 
oldest and the best manuscripts.3 Commentators disagree about how to
10
1 “Pericope de Adultera” is based upon the Greek, while “Pericope Adulterae” is
from the Latin.
2 Examples are too numerous to list, however, a few will suffice to demonstrate the
popularity of this passage in contemporary culture, specifically John 8:7. Lena 
Ross’ book on ethics includes a reference to the verse in the title Cast the First 
Stone: Ethics in Analytic Practice (edited by Manisha Roy, Brooklyn: Chiron 
Publications, 1995). A portion of the verse serves as the title of the 1989 film 
Cast the First Stone by the Toei Production Company. The pop singer Mariah 
Carey sings in her song “I Wish You Well,” ‘Maybe you still got love for me, but 
let him without sin cast the first stone brethren.’ The famous American poet, 
Robert Frost, is even known to have stated, “Let him without a stone among you, 
cast the first thing he can lay his hands on.” Sometimes the quotations of John 
8:7 are direct and are used in the same way Jesus’ statement in the Pericope 
Adulterae is intended: to caution us from judging others. Other times the 
quotations of this verse are modified for slightly different purposes.
3 For example, the English Standard Version states in a footnote that “some
manuscripts do not include 7:53-8:11; others add the passage here or after 7:36,
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handle this passage, with about half relegating their discussion of it to an 
appendix and the other half only making a few, passing comments 
(Köstenberger, 2004:249 note 11). For example, in the commentaries The 
Gospel & Epistles o f John by F.F. Bruce, The Gospel According to John by 
Leon Morris, John’s Wisdom: A Commentary on the Fourth Gospel by Ben 
Witherington III, and The Gospel According to St. John by C.K. Barrett, the 
pericope is discussed as an appendix.4 These examples are only a small 
portion of numerous examples of such practices. Others comment on the 
passage closer to the immediate context of chapters 7 and 8, but not in the 
sequential order of the chapters. For example, Beasley-Murray (1987:100) 
comments on the pericope at the end of his work on the Tabernacles 
Discourse, explaining that he chose to do so in order to discuss this 
discourse without a break, “as the Evangelist intended.” Craig Evans 
(2006:90-94) discusses the story at the end of the Tabernacles Discourse as 
an addendum. Thomas Brodie (1993:338) comments on the text in an 
excursus. Rudolph Bultmann (1971 :xiii) does not even mention the passage 
other than listing the verses in brackets in his “Sections of the 
Commentary.”
Perhaps this is why the passage suffers even in many ecclesiastical 
circles as well; many pastors neglect to preach from this passage, choosing 
to skip over it rather than to address the difficulties associated with it. 
Köstenberger (2004:248) suggests that it is appropriate to do so, claiming 
that “proper conservatism and caution suggest that the passage be omitted 
from preaching in Churches” and that the pericope should not regarded as 
“part of the Christian canon.” In his commentary, Köstenberger (2004:245­
249) claims to follow the example of Origen, discussing the evidence of the 
pericope in an excursus and skipping directly from 7:52 to 8:12. 
Commentators like Kysar (1984), Murray (1936:170), and Flannagan 
(1983:44) all fail to comment on the pericope at all, simply stating that they
21:25, or after Luke 21:38, with variations in the text. The New Revised 
Standard Version (1990) states, “The most ancient authorities lack 7:53-8:11; 
other authorities add the passage here (between 7:52 & 8:12) or after 7:36 or 
after 21:25 (the end of John) or after Luke 21:38, with variations of text; some 
mark the passage as doubtful.” The 1973 New International Version states, “The 
most reliable early manuscripts omit John 7:53-8:11,” while later editions claim, 
“The earliest and most reliable manuscripts and other ancient witnesses do not 
have John 7:53-8:11.” Some commentaries follow suit. For example, Ernst 
Haenchen (1984:2:22) also makes references to the pericope’s absence from the 
“best” manuscripts. The translations that include the pericope do so with what 
Zylstra (2008) calls “a tradition of timidity.”
4 Bruce, 1983:413-418; Morris, 1995:778-786; Witherington, 1995:362-366; 
Barrett, 1978:589-592.
choose to ignore it. Lesslie Newbigin (1982) withholds comment, failing to 
even make mention of the fact that he is passing over the verses.
A survey of commentaries and other scholarly works proves that the 
Pericope Adulterae is not considered to be a part of the Gospel of John by 
most scholars. Boice (1999:602) is willing to comment on the text as 
“genuine, though perhaps not part of the original Gospel of John.” Bacon 
(1910:474 note 1) suggests, “The passage is so universally recognized as 
authentic as to need no argument.” Zahn (1909:334) calls it an “undeniable 
interpolation.” H.L. Jackson (1918:25) labels the pericope “unmistakably 
an insertion.” Kysar (1986:132) claims that there is “no doubt” that the 
pericope should not be included in the Gospel of John. Dibelius (1965:98, 
165) calls it a mixed form of “legend.” Scrivener (1894:610) argues that 
“on no grounds.. .can this important paragraph.. .be regarded as a portion of 
St. John’s Gospel.” Kruse (2004:198) considers the story “attractive,” but 
not likely part of the Gospel. Carson (2000:333) concludes that 
commentaries are right to relegate the passage to footnotes or appendices, 
citing that the pericope does not belong in the Fourth Gospel. Barrett 
(1978:589) states that is “certain” that the pericope is not a part of the 
Gospel. Quast (1991:68) agrees, though he does admit that the story shares 
certain affinities with the rest of the Fourth Gospel. Neyrey (2006:151) 
labels the pericope “an unwelcome insert.” Morris (1987:290) suggests that 
there is “no doubt” about this fact. Beasley-Murray (1987:143) comments 
that it is “universally accepted” that the passage does not belong. 
Schnackenburg (1982:162) states that John 7:53-8:11 does not belong in the 
“fabric of John’s Gospel.” Brown (1966-1970:335) comments that it is 
“clearly a later insertion.” Zevros (2005:36) concludes that “the Gospel of 
John should not even be mentioned in connection with the origins of the 
story.” Godet (1978:83) labels it an “apocryphal work.” Keener (2003:735) 
claims that it bears all the marks an interpolation. Even some of the more 
conservative commentaries like the New Interpreter’s Bible appear to agree 
(Keck, 1996:627-629).
The key word is “most,” for this opinion is not unanimous, as few 
opinions are. In fact, while some have claimed a unanimous opinion, such 
as C.R. Gregory (1907:513), Gary Burge (1984:144), Paul Minear 
(1991:23), Joseph Rius-Camps (1993:149), George Beasley-Murray 
(1999:143), and Andrew Lincoln (2005:524), this is clearly unfounded, as 
the present work will underscore. Chris Keith (2008:379) warns against 
making such statements of consensus; others before him, such as Strauss 
(1972:410) and Hendricksen (1954:35) suggest that such statements at the 
very least be tempered. Dating back to early Church history several have 
attempted to explain its omission from the early manuscripts (such as 
Ambrose and Augustine, see sections 9.2 and 9.5 in Chapter 6), and more
12
The Pericope Adulterae: Theories o f Insertion & Omission 13
modern attempts have also been made to refute the arguments levied against 
John 7:53-8:11. Many modern-day articles, papers, and books have been 
written in support of a Johannine origin for the pericope, as will be 
evidenced in the following chapters. The pericope appears to be extremely 
popular among feminist textual critics, who believe that the story was 
marginalized, much like the woman in the story.5 Opinions may vary about 
whether a Johannine origin can be traced back to the original Fourth 
Evangelist, to a later Johannine redactor, or possibly to the later Johannine 
community, but each underscores the fact that there is not a unanimous 
opinion regarding the passage. Still a majority opinion remains, and it 
appears that neither any ancient nor modern scholar has been able to change 
the common viewpoint that the Pericope Adulterae is not an original portion 
of the Fourth Gospel.
Further complicating the matter is the fact that though most doubt the 
Johannine authorship of the pericope, many still consider it to be an 
authentic and ancient story about Jesus of Nazareth. For example, Paul 
Minear (1991:23) suggests, “The story bears all the marks of the oral 
circulation of the early period when the Synoptic Gospels were taking 
shape.” C.R. Gregory (1907:513) labels it “a true story.” Gary Burge 
(1992:181 note 6) comments, “While this story has a problematic textual 
history, it bears all the marks of being an authentic story of Jesus.” Westcott 
and Hort (1891:87) state that “the story itself has justly seemed to vouch for 
its own substantial truth.” Carl Henry (1973:173) notes, “The passage bears 
all the marks of a reliable tradition, though the manuscript support for its 
inclusion is weak.” Francis Moloney (1998b:262) claims that even though 
the Pericope Adulterae “plays no role in the Johannine account of Jesus’ 
presence in Jerusalem for the feast of Tabernacles, the passage is an ancient 
and precious witness to Jesus of Nazareth.” William Barclay (1975:291) 
says, “We need not be afraid that we shall have to let this lovely story go, 
for it is guaranteed enough of its genuineness that we can trace it back to 
almost 100 A.D.” Ridderbos (1987:286) suggests that the pericope “evinces 
the character of an authentic tradition, not that of a fictitious story.” 
Beasley-Murray (1987:143), who claims that the pericope is universally 
understood to be foreign to the Gospel of John (see the paragraph above), 
nevertheless concludes that there is “no reason to doubt its substantial 
truth.” Ulrich Becker (1963:174ff) labels the story “a striking account of an 
event from the ministry of Jesus,” even listing several reasons why he 
concludes this to be an authentic story about Jesus. F.F. Bruce (1979:417)
5 Cf. Joplin, 1992:226-237; O’Day, 1992:631-640; Scott, 2000:53-82; Toensing, 
2003:159-172.
asserts that the passage has “all the earmarks of historical veracity.” Leon 
Morris (1987:291) notes that the pericope has an “authentic ring of truth to 
it.” Raymond Brown (1966-1970:335) concludes that “the story is quite 
plausible,” and that “there is nothing in the story or the language that should 
forbid us from thinking of it as an early story concerning Jesus.” Barnabas 
Lindars (1982:306) states that there is “no reason to doubt its authenticity.” 
Duncan Derrett (1963/64:1) claims that though the pericope is “extra- 
canonical,” it appears to be an ancient piece of tradition. Roger Omanson 
(2006:183) concludes that “the account has all the indications of historical 
truth.” Brad Young (1995:61) even suggests that the story can be counted 
“among the best sources available in the life and teaching of Jesus,” because 
it is difficult to imagine someone inventing this passage. Several others 
agree indicating that it seems improbable, if not impossible, that a writer in 
the first few centuries would have invented such a story, were it not a 
historical event from the life of Jesus (cf. Farrar, 1879:29-30; McLachlan, 
1912:94; Meyer, 1979:122). Culpepper (1998:171) thus comments, “There 
are good reasons why the Church chose to make room for the story.” 
Perhaps Frank Scott (1978:235) says it best: “Few doubt its authenticity, but 
its canonicity is the question at issue.”
In the words of J.C. Ryle (1878:65), it appears that we are left with “the 
gravest critical difficulty in the New Testament.” This a view shared by 
Joseph Exell (1978:14:1). The passage is certainly beloved (Keck, 
1996:629-630), but it is not without major difficulties. As Sloyan (1988:97) 
comments, “We can only regret that the manuscript evidence for the 
pericope is weak.” Though the view that the Pericope Adulterae is not 
original to the Gospel of John is championed by the majority of the 
scholarly world, the questions remain open to all: if the story is indeed a true 
historical event from the life of Jesus, where did the passage originate from, 
how did it found its way into (or out of) the Gospel, and when did this 
insertion/omission occur? These questions have failed to be sufficiently 
answered, for the research offered to date has not fully addressed such 
crucial issues (Crossan, 1979:100; Keith, 2009:2-3). The present work is an 
attempt to offer some possible answers to that which Hodges (1979:320) 
labels “an anomaly,” the presence of the Pericope Adulterae within the 
Gospel of John and the questions associated with its origin.
2 .0  M e t h o d o l o g y  o f  R e s e a r c h
The hypothesis to be tested in this work is that the internal evidence used 
to argue against the inclusion of the Pericope Adulterae can actually be at 
times demonstrated to argue in favor o f  the inclusion of the passage. This 
hypothesis is based upon the understanding that contextual links between 
the Pericope Adulterae and the Tabernacles Discourse/the Gospel of John,
14
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along with the usage of various Johannine vocabulary and style, argues fo r  
Johannine influence and/or origin of the passage. In light of this, several 
observations can be made in reference to the external evidence, which may 
provide reasons to bend the general rules of textual criticism. This 
hypothesis will lead to the proposal of several possible theories of how John 
7:53-8:11 may have been inserted into the Gospel text at a later date and 
how it may have been omitted from the original manuscript at an early date 
(and subsequently re-inserted at later date). Theories of omission have been 
offered throughout history beginning with early Church Fathers such as 
Ambrose and Augustine, but these theories are far from proven. Likewise, 
additional theories have been proposed in modern history, but these theories 
have not fared any better than those of the earlier centuries. Those who 
oppose the inclusion of the Pericope Adulterae offer various reasons for 
questioning the authenticity of the text, but to date no one has offered a 
definitive theory of where the pericope came from, who added it to the 
Fourth Gospel, or when he/they added it.
This work will not likely offer a definitive theory either, but the 
following theories are offered with the hope that they will inspire further 
work in what is often considered to be a closed case. Theories of later 
inclusion/early omission will include the following that will be weighed 
according to their probabilities.
1. The Pericope Adulterae was inserted into the Fourth 
Gospel at a later date by a redactor who (a) discovered 
material that the original Evangelist had forgotten to 
include or (b) gathered additional teachings of the 
Beloved Disciple to include in the Gospel text. This 
redactor may have been part of the Johannine 
community.
2. The Pericope Adulterae was inserted into the Fourth 
Gospel by later scribes who found the story and believed 
that the position between John 7:52 and 8:12 was most 
appropriate. This might include apologetic reasons.
3. The Pericope Adulterae was omitted from the Fourth 
Gospel at an early date as lectionary style manuscripts 
were being developed and certain texts were chosen for 
readings on particular dates. The pericope was neglected 
in public reading and commentaries, and thus became 
dubious in the eyes of some scribes and/or Church 
leaders. The pericope was later “re-discovered” and re­
inserted into the Gospel.
4. The Pericope Adulterae was omitted from the Fourth 
Gospel at an early date “accidentally” as an incomplete 
edition of the Gospel was released before the Evangelist 
completed it and released the final edition that included 
the pericope. Earlier incomplete copies of the Gospel 
outnumber and predate the later copies, thus causing 
doubt about the authenticity of the passage.
5. The Pericope Adulterae was omitted from the Fourth 
Gospel at an early date by scribes and/or Church leaders 
who believed that the pericope might be misinterpreted 
to be lenient on the sin of adultery. Later scribes/
Church leaders then re-inserted the pericope back into 
the Gospel when fears about this had been stilled.
Following the suggestions of some such as Egger (1996:8), the present 
work will adhere to a problem oriented approach in developing these 
theories regarding the Pericope Adulterae. The Gospel of John will be 
treated from a literary perspective, following all available methods of 
literary criticism. Due to the complex nature of this subject matter, the 
discussion will not be limited to one particular analysis type, but instead will 
utilize different methods based on the particular problem that is being 
addressed. Attention will only be paid to the final form of the text rather 
than to its historical development, to potential sources of the materials, 
and/or to the dates at which various pieces may have been incorporated into 
the Gospel of John. Thus, the present discussion will first examine the 
meaning of the pericope in terms of its presentation of Jesus in association 
with its immediate context. Following this, the theology of the text will be 
presented in a comprehensive way as evidence is collated and weighed until 
a case can be built.
A brief discussion of the methodology will be presented in the form of a 
summary before moving on to discussion of the format of the particular 
work. This presentation is not intended to contribute to the ongoing debate 
regarding methods of biblical interpretation, but rather to state the position 
of the present work. For an explanation of the various analyses that may be 
utilized in this work see Egger, W. How to Read the New Testament: An 
Introduction to Linguistic and Historical-Critical Methodology, edited and 
with introduction by Boers, H. Peabody: Hendrickson, 1996; Green, J.B. 
Hearing the New Testament: Strategies fo r  Interpretation. Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 1995; Black, D.A. Linguistics fo r  Students o f the New Testament 
Greek. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993; Fee, G.D. New Testament Exegesis. 
Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1994; Silva, M. Biblical Words and 
Their Meaning: An Introduction to Lexical Semantics. Grand Rapids:
16
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Zondervan, 1993; Malina, B. The New Testament World: Insights from  
Cultural Anthropology. Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1982; Elliott, 
J.H. A Home fo r  the Homeless: A Sociological Exegesis o f 1 Peter, Its 
Situation and Strategy. London: SCM, 1996; and Rohrbaugh, R.L., ed. The 
Social Sciences and New Testament Interpretation. Peabody: Hendrickson, 
1998.
2.1 B r ie f  S u m m a ry  o f  B ib lica l In terpre ta tion
In the earlier periods, historical-critical methods concerning the historical 
development of biblical texts were methods that were absolutely central to 
any biblical interpretation. Such methods of interpretation are more 
concerned with what lays behind New Testament narratives, rather than the 
literary and artistic features of the narratives, nor their final form (Stibbe, 
1992:5). These historical-critical methods have provided some noticeable 
results in the field; however, some of these findings are generally seen as 
being less convincing at the present, certainly as it pertains to the Fourth 
Gospel (Nielsen, 1999:12). Beginning in the early part of the twentieth 
century, the methods of biblical interpretation became increasingly 
complex.6 New methods of interpretation were developed following the 
influence of other secular disciplines, though the literal-linguistic theory has 
likely contributed most to the changes in approach (Longman III, 1987:7). 
This method focuses on the final form of the text in order to highlight its 
narrative dynamics (Stibbe, 1992:5); the pendulum has swung, for literary 
criticism looks at the text as a whole with virtually no interest in sources, 
traditions, or redactional material. Similarly, the literal-linguistic theory 
fails to sufficiently analyze the meaning of the text in what it refers to (the 
referential fallacy) or what its author’s intention might have been (the 
intentional fallacy). This criticism does include “narrative criticism, 
semiotics, structuralism to a certain extent, rhetorical criticism, 
deconstruction, and reader-response criticism, among others” (Hallbäck, 
1999:32), but it remains debatable as to whether or not this method is 
sufficient in and of itself.
6 Black, 1995:256-277; Botha, 1989:14-31; Hatina, 1999:28-43; Lategan, 1984:3; 
Nielsen, 1999:12; Snyman, 1991:86, 1999:354-368. Van der Merwe (1995:47) 
is likely correct in stating, “The field of research has become so vast and has 
branched out in so many different areas of specialization that it has become 
virtually impossible for the individual exegete to cover or evaluate the entire 
terrain.” Van der Merwe further provides a useful review of the history of 
theological hermeneutics as followings: Longman III, 1987:13-46; Tate, 1991; 
Jeanrond, 1991:12-76; and Thiselton, 1980, 1992:142ff.
2.2 T h e  G ospel o f  J o h n  in  R e c e n t In terpre ta tion
This is certainly the case in regards to the Gospel of John. Some 
scholars argue that it is impossible to understand the Fourth Gospel without 
studying the history of its composition; such arguments are associated with 
studies relating to Source Theories (cf. Pharr, 1973; Temple, 1975; Fortna, 
1988; von Wahlde, 1989), developmental theories (cf. Lindars, 1971; 
Martyn, 1979; Brown, 1979; Schmithals, 1992), and studies based on form 
criticism (cf. de Solages, 1979; Neirynck, 1979). While these studies have 
numerous differences, each provides similar evidence pointing towards the 
idea that the Gospel of John is based upon established tradition that was 
likely grafted into the Gospel in a series of stages (Menken, 1985; Tolmie, 
1995:2).7 In spite of the general understanding of the Gospel’s complex
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7 Biblical books are the final products of long developments of tradition (Menken, 
1985). Consequently, these books can be approached in two ways: 1) as bearers 
of previous tradition and 2) as final products. The first approach has been the 
dominant one in much research that has been done in biblical studies during the 
first half of the twentieth century; methods associated with it are literary criticism 
and form criticism, as discussed above. The second approach became 
increasingly important during the last three decades of the twentieth century; it 
has to be associated with methods such as redaction criticism and various kinds 
of structural analysis. The present study follows the second approach. As is well 
known, both form criticism and redaction criticism start from a separation of 
tradition and redaction. In form criticism, this separation is carried out in order 
to obtain the traditional materials used by an author; these are then investigated 
to trace their previous history. In redaction criticism, the redaction, being an 
author’s own contribution to his literary product, is the main object of research. 
The redactional share of an author comprises quite a set of operations, the 
addition and omission of words, clauses, sentences, stories and statements, the 
introduction of changes into the available materials, and the arrangement of the 
materials within a framework. These operations may be motivated by stylistic, 
poetic, or theological reasons, and they give the interpreter an impression of an 
author’s interests, his theology, the people for whom he wrote, their situation and 
problems, etc. The way an author deals with his materials can be established 
more precisely when it is possible to more precisely know the tradition available 
to him. A possible example of this is with the Gospels of Matthew and Luke, 
whose authors, according to the Two Document Hypothesis, likely knew and 
used the Gospel of Mark. When such tradition utilized by an author is unknown, 
the redactional share must be deduced, with some probability, from the 
observation of an author’s literary and theological idiosyncrasies, and of tensions 
within the text. It should be stressed, however, that the final author is responsible 
not only for his own contributions to the materials he used, but also for the 
traditional materials which he has incorporated into his text, because it is he who 
decided to retain certain parts of the tradition and to omit others. The final 
author is ultimately responsible for the entire literary product that comes from his 
hands. When redaction criticism is carried through in a consistent way, it leads to
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history, recent trends in Johannine scholarship suggest that the Gospel 
should be interpreted in its final form.8 Some scholars further suggest that 
the Fourth Gospel makes sense as a literary whole, and therefore 
accordingly analyze the Gospel without considering theories of possible 
rearrangement and/or development of the text.9 While Olsson’s (1976) 
text-linguistic analysis was a pioneering work, Culpepper (1983) is arguably 
the chief exponent of the new criticism in a consistently skillful application 
of this new method to the entire Gospel. Other prominent works include 
that of Staley (1988), Nicholson (1983), Cauthron (1984), Duke (1985), 
O’Day (1986), Boers (1988), Segovia (1991),10 a number of essays in 
Semeia 53, two books by Stibbe (1992, 1993), van Tilborg (1993, 1996), 
Tolmie (1995), Moloney (1998b) and V an der Watt (2000).
3 .0  F o r m a t  o f  t h e  P r e s e n t  W o r k
As for the present work, Chapter 2, History of Research, begins by 
discussing previous research in regards to the Pericope Adulterae up to the 
present day. This is not an exhaustive history, but rather a summary of the 
most prominent work beginning with the rise of modern textual criticism 
from pioneers like Karl Lachmann and Samuel Tregelles, as well as the very 
highly-regarded Westcott and Hort, then moving through developments in 
the textual criticism affecting scholarly opinions regarding John 7:53-8:11. 
Work up the present day is highlighted, as both the most influential
a view of the biblical text as something intended by its author to be a meaningful 
and coherent unit, which obviously does not exclude a priori the possibility that 
secondary additions were made to the text after the completion of the work.
8 Ball, 1996:12; Nielsen, 1999:12-14; George, 2000:1-6; Schnelle, 1998a:469-471;
Tolmie, 1995:1-13; Motyer, 1997:27-44; Botha, 1991b:277-293.
9 Cf. Hallbäck, 1999:32; Booth, 1961; Iser, 1972, 1976; Chatman, 1978; Genette,
1980; McKnight, 1985; Ball, 1996:13.
10 Remarkably, while Culpepper focused on the entire Gospel by using only the 
method of narrative criticism to take account of narrative features, Segovia went 
further to combine narrative criticism and rhetorical criticism -  what he had come 
to call literary-rhetorical analysis. According to Segovia (1991:183), “Its focus 
would be on the present text of the Gospel as both an artistic whole, with a 
unified literary structure and development, and a rhetorical whole, with unified 
strategic concerns and aims. Such an approach would analyze the Gospel as a 
world unto itself, as it were, in terms of its narrative features and rhetorical aims 
-  in effect, not only the what-and-how of the message but also its wherefore, that 
is, the concerns and goals behind the given deployment of the what-and-how.”
defenders the Johannine authorship and retractors are discussed in 
sequential order through the past three centuries.
Chapter 3, Translation, Exegesis, & Preliminary Observations, is the 
beginning of independent work regarding the Pericope Adulterae. The text 
is divided into four sections for the sake of discussion: The Introduction 
(7:53-8:2), Question Posed (8:3-6a), Response 1 (8:6b-7), and Response 2 
(8:8-11); additionally a working translation is offered with explanation as to 
why decisions were made regarding the text and textual variants. Following 
the translation and its explanation, a formal exegesis of the passage is 
presented discussing the theology underscored in these twelve verses, based 
upon the inclusion of the pericope in its traditional location following John 
7:52. Finally, a few preliminary observations are offered based on the 
translation and exegesis; these observations form the framework for the 
detailed analysis of both internal and external evidence that will follow.
Chapter 4, The Literary Context, begins the discussion regarding internal 
evidence by considering the textual compatibility of John 7:53-8:11 within 
the micro-context of the Tabernacles Discourse (John 7 and 8) and the 
macro-context of the Gospel of John as a whole.11 In the discussion 
regarding the immediate context of John 7-8, key themes such as the proper 
interpretation of the Law, judgment, and the Feast of Tabernacles are 
considered. Next, the chapter addresses one of the most common objections 
regarding the Pericope Adulterae, the suggestion that these verses interrupt 
the flow of the Tabernacles Discourse. Finally, the larger context of the 
Fourth Gospel is discussed, where several key themes/concepts such as 
Moses, non-condemnation, leaving a sinful life, witness/testimony, and 
Johannine dualism are highlighted, before the conclusions regarding issues 
related to Literary Context are summarized.
Chapter 5, Style & Vocabulary, provides the second half of the 
discussion regarding internal evidence; in this chapter, suggestions of 
Johannine and non-Johannine vocabulary and style are compared. The 
chapter begins with a discussion of the difficulties associated with such an 
undertaking, including discussion of known variants. Following this,
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11 It is recommended by the Alands (1989:280) that all textual criticism begin with 
the manuscript evidence before moving on to other criteria; however, the present 
discussion will begin with the internal evidence of context, style, and vocabulary. 
This is not done in dispute of the claims of the Alands, but rather to provide 
pause for the present discussion. The manuscript evidence against the Pericope 
Adulterae is admittedly strong, but due to this fact internal evidence may have a 
tendency to be ignored or minimized. It is the aim of the present work to provide 
enough arguments from the internal evidence and Patristic witnesses to perhaps 
inspire a more nuanced discussion of the manuscript evidence.
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several terms, phrases, and stylistic traits which are frequently labeled as 
non-Johannine are considered, as well as the problem of hapax legomena. 
Next, discussion turn toward suggestions of “missing” Johannine terms, that 
is common terms in the Fourth Gospel which find little or no usage in John 
7:53-8:11. In response to numerous examples of what may be considered to 
be non-Johannine and the absence of certain Johannine material, issues of 
the origin of the passage are discussed, specifically two frequently suggested 
sources, the Gospel of Luke and Susanna. Following this, examples of what 
could be considered to be Johannine terminology and style are presented. 
Finally, all of the evidence is collated and analyzed in order that a few 
conclusions may be presented.
Chapter 6, External Evidence, discusses the Greek manuscript evidence, 
versional evidence, and Patristic evidence both fo r  and against the inclusion 
of the Pericope Adulterae in the Gospel of John. First, the Greek manuscript 
evidence is summarized. Then, each of the most important witnesses for 
and against the inclusion of the passage is discussed in detail. Later and less 
important witnesses are then discussed in lesser detail. Next, the additional 
versions of the New Testament are discussed in relation to the pericope, 
including such languages as Latin, Coptic, Syriac. Following the 
presentation of the manuscript evidence, issues of “misplacement” of these 
verses in certain manuscripts, as well as various theories regarding the 
omission/inclusion of the Pericope Adulterae are discussed, including 
Majority Text Theories, Lectionary Text Theories, Source Theories, and 
Multiple Version Theories. Finally, the witness of the Church Fathers is 
detailed including several key early witnesses and the suggestion of 
“missing witnesses.” The testimony of the Fathers is weighed and discussed 
in relation to the manuscript evidence both from the Greek manuscripts and 
the additional versions, before a few conclusions are offered.
Finally, Chapter 7, Conclusions, collates both the internal and external 
evidence from chapters 4-6 and weighs it accordingly. Then, the various 
theories of omission and interpolation suggested above are discussed. Each 
theory is presented with both the pros and cons associated with the theory in 
relation to this evidence. While no particular theory is cited as the more 
prevalent theory, the acknowledgement is made that it is perhaps easier to 
explain in a more sufficient manner how the pericope was removed rather 
than how it was incorporated into the Fourth Gospel. Finally, 
recommendations for further study are offered. It is with this format that we 
now proceed, beginning with History of Research.
C h a p te r  2: H is to ry  o f  R e se a rc h
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1.0  R e s e a r c h  a n d  t h e  P e r i c o p e  A d  u l t e r a e  
The history of research on the Pericope Adulterae is quite fascinating. 
As will be later evidenced in the Patristic Witnesses sections in Chapter 6, 
there appears to be little written about the controversial passage in the early 
centuries of its existence, but beginning in the fourth century A.D., a 
handful of notable Church Fathers, such as Jerome, Ambrose, and Augustine 
of Hippo, speak thoughtfully and forcefully about the passage (as does the 
Apostolic Constitutions). After this, the flow of literature relating to the 
Pericope Adulterae slows to a trickle once again, with only brief references 
being made in passing. At some point in these later centuries, what is 
traditionally known as John 7:53-8:11 found a regular home in the middle of 
the Tabernacles Discourse of John 7-8.12 It was during this time, from the 
ninth century until the sixteenth century,13 that the Pericope Adulterae 
enjoyed a relatively quiet period of existence with the majority of 
manuscripts including it in the middle of the Tabernacles Discourse. This 
quiet existence was broken in the sixteenth century, when several European 
scholars began to reconstruct an alternate New Testament Greek Text rather 
than relying on the Vulgate as the Church had traditionally done for 
centuries. During this reconstruction, observers began to note the absence 
of the Pericope Adulterae from some manuscripts and the critical markings 
in others; however, it was not until the nineteenth century, when a new era 
of textual criticism was born that broke with Textus Receptus, that the 
debate concerning the pericope began to take on a whole new form. From 
this time until the present, John 7:53-8:11 would be regarded with suspicion.
12 This is not denial of the fact that the Pericope Adulterae is found in alternate 
locations such as at the end of the Fourth Gospel, after John 7:36, and even Luke 
21; the rarity of these locations does not compare the vast majority of later 
manuscripts that support the traditional location of the pericope between John 
7:52 and 8:12.
13 There are admittedly exceptions to this. For example, Daniel B. Wallace recently 
examined several New Testament manuscripts in the National Archive in 
Albania. According to Wallace the Pericope Adulterae was missing from three 
ninth century manuscripts and was “tacked on the ending” of a fourth. See 
Zylstra, Sarah E., 2008. “Is ‘Let Him Who is Without Sin Cast the First Stone’ 
Biblical?,” Christianity Today, April (web-only).
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The following is a summary of the major work that has been conducted 
regarding the Pericope Adulterae in the modern age of textual criticism.14 
The discussion of the history is not exhaustive, but rather highlights the 
major research in the developing work of textual criticism as it relates to 
John 7:53-8:11. Rather than attempting to cite every comment regarding the 
passage, the discussion below follows the development of modern opinions 
regarding the Pericope Adulterae. A fuller examination of individual 
comments will be conducted in later chapters as interaction with the internal 
and external evidence both for and against the passage will be offered. The 
following will also include some discussion of the development of textual 
criticism. While several of the individuals discussed with this do not 
concern themselves with the Pericope Adulterae exclusively, their work 
impacts current discussions of the passage in some form or another. At the 
same time, this summary will not include all of the developments and/or 
individuals who have contributed to the growing field of textual criticism. 
In general, this summary will focus on notable scholars who have either 
made advances in the field of textual criticism that affects the discussion of 
such passages as the Pericope Adulterae, who have produced landmark 
works involving the pericope, or who have produced multiple works 
regarding the pericope. For a more detailed discussion of the issues relating 
to textual criticism, see The Text o f the New Testament: Its Transmission, 
Corruption, and Restoration by Bruce Metzger or The Text o f the New 
Testament by Kurt and Barbara Aland.
2 .0  Th e  N i n e t e e n t h  Ce n t u r  y
2.1 K a rl L a ch m a n n
Though there were many others who had begun to work in this 
direction,15 the new era of textual criticism arguably began with the German
14 The earliest discussions regarding the Pericope Adulterae will be treated in 
sections relating to Patristic Witnesses in Chapter 6 (section 9.0). Many well- 
known Johannine scholars are absent from the discussion that follows. This is 
due to the fact that though they have added much to the discussion in Johannine 
studies, some have also failed to comment extensively on the Pericope Adulterae, 
and thus they provide little for our discussion at the present, other than the fact 
that their silence perhaps indicates their view regarding the status of the pericope.
15 Among those who preceded Lachmann’s break with Textus Receptus are Johann 
Griesbach, Franz Alter, Andreas Birch, Jacob Addler, D.G. Moldenhauer, O.G. 
Tychsen, Johann Hug, Johannes and Scholz. For a summary of their work see 
Metzger’s The Text o f  the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and 
Restoration or Aland and Aland’s The Text o f the New Testament.
philologist and critic Karl Lachmann, who in 1831 published what he hoped 
to be “the first edition of the New Testament to be completely free of the 
influence of the Textus Receptus” (Hertz, 1851:157; Aland and Aland, 
1989:11); second and third editions of Lachmann’s work were published 
between 1842 and 1850. Lachmann is considered to be the first “recognized 
scholar” to break from the traditional use of the Textus Receptus (Metzger, 
2005:124), and his desire to be free of it was driven by an emphasis on the 
Alexandrian texts as opposed to the Byzantine texts which the Textus 
Receptus relied so heavily upon. Lachmann’s rules (1842:Preface) for 
textual criticism which governed his new edition of the New Testament text 
are stated in the preface to his second edition. Below is a paraphrase of 
these rules.
1) Nothing is better attested than that in which all authorities 
agree.
2) The agreement has less weight if part of the authorities is 
silent or in any way defective.
3) The evidence for a reading, when it is that of witnesses of 
different regions, is greater than that of witnesses of some 
particular place, differing either from negligence or from set 
purpose.
4) The testimonies are to be regarded as doubtfully balanced 
when witnesses from widely separated regions stand opposed 
to others equally wide apart.
5) Readings are uncertain which occur habitually in different 
forms in different regions.
6) Readings are of weak authority if they are not universally 
attested in the same region.
Lachmann did not attempt to recreate the original text, which he did not 
believe was possible (Metzger, 2005:124-125); instead, he sought to recreate 
the text of the fourth century. In the end he chose to expunge John 7:53­
8:11 from the text because of its absence in known fourth century 
manuscripts (see section 2.0 in Chapter 6).
His work is significant, but it is also not without criticism. Because 
Lachmann broke with the traditional view, his theory was received with 
much skepticism. It was only later that Lachmann’s boldness in rejecting 
the traditionally accepted text, Textus Receptus, would be fully appreciated 
by most textual critics. Modern scholars who argue for a Majority Text 
Theory (see section 5.0 in Chapter 6) still question his methodology, but 
Lachmann’s doubts about the Pericope Adulterae would influence others, 
and his theory about the Alexandrian text-type versus the Byzantine text-
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type would be expanded upon by later scholars, even though his version of 
the New Testament text is not generally accepted today.
2.2 S a m u e l D avidson
Samuel Davidson, an Irish-born scholar, followed Lachmann in 
questioning the pericope in his book, An Introduction to the New Testament, 
published in 1848 and republished in 1896. Davidson would become the 
entryway through which the German textual criticism of the nineteenth 
century, along with questions regarding John 7:53-8:11, entered the English­
speaking world. In fact, his views in textual criticism of the Old Testament 
manuscripts, which broke from the traditional view, created a controversy 
that forced him to resign from his position as the chair of biblical criticism 
at the Lancashire Independent College at Manchester. It was later at the 
University of London that he was able to further his work in textual 
criticism, and here where he also turned his attention to the New Testament. 
Davidson’s views were similar to Lachmann’s, but Davidson went much 
further in detailing the case against the Pericope Adulterae in particular. He 
questioned not only the textual evidence of early manuscripts but also the 
silence of several Church Fathers’ commentaries regarding John 7:53-8:11, 
most notably Cyprian and Tertullian, as well as discussing contextual and 
vocabulary/stylistic evidence (1896:513-516). Davidson appears to have 
been relatively fair in this assessment of the situation presenting evidence 
for both sides of the argument; however, in the end he concluded, “On 
reviewing the external evidence for and against the paragraph, we believe 
that the [evidence against the Pericope Adulterae] predominates; and so 
furnishes a reason for entertaining suspicions of its spurious character” 
(1848:358). Samuel Davidson’s view that the Pericope Adulterae does not 
belong in the Gospel of John would eventually prove to be the beginning of 
a growing majority opinion.
2.3 S a m u e l P rid ea u x  Tregelles
Following Davidson, Samuel Tregelles emerged in Britain and became a 
major force in biblical criticism. Tregelles likewise questioned the 
traditionally accepted text, Textus Receptus, and followed the earlier views 
of Karl Lachmann, but his work also exceeded that of Lachmann. He spent 
numerous years traveling throughout much of Europe collating manuscripts 
that would be used for his 1857 single edition of the New Testament text, An 
Account o f the Printed Text o f the Greek New Testament, based on the oldest 
manuscripts that were available to him. Tregelles’ work included nearly all 
Greek manuscripts down to the seventh century, plus the earliest Patristic 
citations and versions (Metzger, 2005:127-128).
In regards to the Pericope Adulterae, Tregelles not only discussed the 
textual and the Patristic evidence of the passage, but also discussed much of 
the internal evidence, believing that the language of the pericope was unlike 
the rest of the Fourth Gospel. Nevertheless, he concluded that there is “no 
reason for doubting that it contains a true narration” and that “there is 
nothing unworthy of the acting of the Lord Jesus detailed in this history.” 
Thus, he accepted the narrative as true with the caveat that “its form and 
phraseology are wholly uncertain,” but nevertheless “a divine record” 
(1857:242).
Tregelles’ work has not been widely accepted due to his apparently 
limited critical apparatus, which is believed to have only included limited 
access to Vaticanus and Sinaiticus; still, Tregelles is largely responsible for 
drawing British scholarship away from Textus Receptus, and his view on the 
Pericope Adulterae is clearly one that is shared by many modern-day 
scholars, as will be evidenced throughout this work.
2 .4  L o b eg o tt F riedrich  C onstan tine  von T isc h e n d o r f
A colleague of the aforementioned Tregelles was Constantine von 
Tischendorf, the German scholar, whose many exploits helped to provide 
one of the most highly regarded biblical manuscripts, Codex Sinaiticus. 
During Tischendorf’s early studies he became convinced of the need for 
further collation of manuscripts and spent years scouring through libraries 
and monastery basements across Europe. The results of his labors include 
work on Codex Ephraemi, Codex Amiatinus, and Codex Claramontanus. 
Most importantly, it was Tischendorf who discovered (or re-discovered) 
Codex Sinaiticus in a Russian monastery and who convinced the Russian 
Czar, Alexander II, to published copies of the codex (Aland and Aland, 
1989:11). He would also “publish more manuscripts and critical editions of 
the Greek Bible than any other single scholar” (Metzger, 2005:126).
In regards to the Pericope Adulterae, Tischendorf concluded that it was 
not original to the Gospel of John, mostly due to his findings in Codex 
Sinaiticus, where the pericope is lacking (see section 2.3 in Chapter 6). 
Tischendorf omitted the pericope from his critical edition of the New 
Testament, Novum Testamentum Graece: Editio octava critica maior, where 
he does display two versions of the pericope: Codex Bezae’s version and 
Textus Receptus’ version (see section 2.7 in Chapter 6 for a discussion 
regarding the different versions of the pericope). This is significant because 
it highlighted the differences between the manuscripts, further impairing 
arguments for a Majority Text and/or Textus Receptus. Most notably, 
Tischendorf’s discovery and persuasion in having Codex Sinaiticus 
published has influenced the views of many later scholars who base their 
views on the Pericope Adulterae on this manuscript (along with Vaticanus).
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At the same time, Tischendorf has also been accused of relying too heavily 
on Sinaiticus, especially in his eighth and final edition of The Greek New 
Testament (Aland and Aland, 1989:11; Metzger, 2005:127). Certainly in 
regards to the present discussion, Tischendorf’s reliance upon Sinaiticus 
explains his omission of the pericope, for N is considered to be one of the 
earliest witnesses against the inclusion of the pericope, something that will 
be evidenced in later chapters. Still, his work has greatly advanced the field 
of textual criticism and significantly increased our knowledge of New 
Testament manuscripts.
2 .5  B ro o ke  F oss W estco tt a n d  F en to n  J o h n  A n th o n y  H o rt
What may have been presented as questions and/or reservations about the 
Pericope Adulterae from scholars such as Lachmann, Davidson, and 
Tregelles was formalized by Fenton John Anthony Hort and Brooke Foss 
Westcott in 1881 with the publishing of The New Testament in the Original 
Greek. Their work focused predominantly on the Alexandrian text-type of 
New Testament manuscripts with a specific fondness for Sinaiticus and 
Vaticanus, mostly the latter, and almost a total disregard for the Byzantine 
and Western text-types.16 Though the pair has been criticized for being too 
heavily-reliant on Vaticanus (Aland and Aland, 1989:14, 20), their work is 
considered to be “the most noteworthy Greek New Testament ever produced 
by British scholarship” (Metzger, 2005:129). Westcott and Hort led to 
virtually a wholesale abandonment of Textus Receptus, a newfound fondness 
for N and B (Ibid, 135), and a wariness regarding Western texts such as 
Codex Bezae, which they described as having enrichments and additions 
(Ibid, 132). The majority of their views appear to have been preserved to 
the present, as will be demonstrated throughout this work.
Given the fact that the Pericope Adulterae has little support in the early 
Alexandrian tradition, including Sinaiticus and Vaticanus (see section 2.0 in 
Chapter 6), it is understandable why the pair rejected the passage. In 
addition to the textual criticism principles that Westcott and Hort utilized to 
reject the Pericope Adulterae, the pair also commented on the internal
16 Westcott and Hort refer to four text types which they identify as Syrian, Western, 
Alexandrian, and Neutral. The choice to label manuscripts as “Alexandrian” and 
“Byzantine” is for simple convenience in comparing their work with other 
scholars. The Syrian text of Westcott and Hort is virtually synonymous with 
what is identified as the Byzantine text type by other scholars. Their Neutral text 
is represented by Sinaiticus and Vaticanus (Metzger, 2005:131-133). Further 
confusing this is the fact that the nomenclature for the Western text has changed; 
some scholars now call the “Western” text type the “D” text (Aland and Aland, 
1989:332).
evidence for the passage. There is not extreme detail in explaining style and 
vocabulary, but Westcott and Hort do comment on the awkwardness the text 
creates when placed in the middle of the Tabernacles Discourse (1881:87). 
Beyond this, Westcott and Hort also cite the same reasons that had been 
suggested in the works of earlier scholars including both internal and 
external evidences, but with much more force. This is due largely to the fact 
that while the textual criticism principles used by earlier scholars had been 
debated and at times accepted under suspicion, these principles had in 
Westcott and Hort’s day become more widely accepted and/or tolerated. 
The time was apparently ripe for someone to formalize the arguments 
against Byzantine manuscripts and to advocate for directed principles in 
dealing with newly-preferred Alexandrian text; Westcott and Hort would be 
the ones to do so. In fact, their work so revolutionized the world of biblical 
criticism that now the vast majority of scholars since this time have applied 
the same textual criticism principles used by the pair.17 The textual 
criticism methods pioneered by Westcott and Hort and their rejection of 
John 7:53-8:11 would prove to be a major influence, if not the primary 
influence, in turning the tide of opinion regarding the pericope, for 
translations from the time of Westcott and Hort to the present day are based 
upon the Westcott-Hort text.18 No longer would the traditional view that 
the Pericope Adulterae belongs in the Gospel of John reign; from this point 
on the majority clearly began to believe just the opposite, that the passage is 
an interpolation.
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17 There are clearly exceptions to this. Some argue that the text criticism methods 
applied by Westcott and Hort are flawed. For example see Hodges, Z.C., 1971. 
“Rationalism and Contemporary New Testament Textual Criticism,” Bibliotheca 
Sacra, January, p. 35. However, these exceptions are usually disregarded as the 
vast majority of critics follow the methods proposed by Westcott and Hort.
18 Such statements as, “Thus the text, built upon the work of the nineteenth century, 
has remained as a whole unchanged, particularly since the research of recent 
years has not yet led to the establishment of a generally acknowledged New 
Testament text” (Nestle, E. and Aland, K., 1993. Novum Testamentum Graece, 
27th edition, p. 62) and “The International committee that produced the United 
Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament, not only adopted the Westcott and Hort 
edition as its basic text, but followed their methodology in giving attention to 
both external and internal consideration” (Metzger, M. cited by Brooks, J.,1999. 
Bible Interpreters o f the twentieth Century: A Selection o f  Evangelical Voices. 
Elwell, W.A. and Weaver, J.D. eds., p. 264) easily support this claim.
The Pericope Adulterae: Theories o f Insertion & Omission 29
2 .6  F red r ick  N o lan
In the midst of all the doubts surrounding the Pericope Adulterae, some 
scholars did take an opposing view and attempted to defend the John 7:53­
8:11. One such defender was Frederick Nolan who in 1815 published An 
Inquiry into the Integrity o f the Greek Vulgate, or Received Text o f the New 
Testament. This work also includes an argument for the acceptance of the 
Pericope Adulterae based on the acceptance of the Textus Receptus and its 
overwhelming acceptance in the Byzantine manuscripts. Specifically in 
defense of the Pericope Adulterae, Nolan argues that the text could not have 
been invented due to its appearance in Greek manuscripts and the frequent 
discussions of the passage by notable Church Fathers such as Ambrose, 
Jerome, and Augustine. He even goes so far as to suggest that Eusebius 
might be the very one responsible for omitting the pericope (1815:117). 
Because Nolan’s work is an attempt to defend the Textus Receptus, it does 
not address later concerns about the internal evidence suggested by 
Tregelles, Westcott, and Hort, nor does it offer insight into the silence of 
some notable Church Fathers such as Cyprian and Tertullian, something that 
is highlighted by Davidson. This is admittedly an unfair comparison due to 
the fact that Nolan’s work was conducted prior to the later works of the 
scholars mentioned, but the point is still made that numerous issues remain 
regarding John 7:53-8:11 that cannot be easily solved by using theories 
about Textus Receptus. Still, Nolan’s observations regarding these Patristic 
witnesses are worthy of a fuller discussion (see section 9.0 in Chapter 6 for 
this discussion), but because his views on the Textus Receptus are not 
widely held by many scholars, little discussion is offered in regards to this 
subject (see section 5.0 in Chapter 6 for further discussion).
2 .7  J o h n  W illiam  “D e a n ” B u rg o n
There were also later exceptions to the developing majority opinion, 
scholars who followed the work of the new textual criticism pioneers but 
who also disagreed with some of the principles developed and implemented 
by these pioneers. One notable scholar was a contemporary of Westcott and 
Hort, John William “Dean” Burgon. Today Burgon’s name is virtually 
synonymous with the defense of the “King James Version Only” 
viewpoint,19 most likely due to the fact that Burgon was an ardent defender
19 For example, The Dean Burgon Society was formed in 1978 to defend the King 
James Version of the Bible based on Burgon’s work (The Dean Burgon Society 
Inc., Box 354, Collingswood, NJ, 08108). Likewise several books have been 
written based on this principle such as D.A. W aite’s work, Dean John Burgon’s 
Confidence in the King James Bible, Bible For Today Press, out of print.
of Textus Receptus. In fact, he has even been called the “champion of the 
Textus Receptus’ (Aland and Aland, 1989:19). In 1871, he published a 
defense of the authenticity of Mark 16:9-20, The Last Twelve Verses o f 
Mark, followed in 1881 by an argument in The Quarterly Review 
(republished in 1883 in The Revision Revised: Three Articles Reprinted from  
the Quarterly Review) against the Church of England’s proposed new 
lectionary, which based largely upon his objections the textual criticism 
principles adopted by Westcott and Hort. Burgon would later follow with 
an 1881 review of Westcott and Hort’s work (The Causes o f Corruption o f  
the Traditional Text o f the Holy Gospels, 1896). These later works were the 
result of his indignation at the publication of the 1881 Revised Edition of 
the King James Bible which was highly reliant upon Westcott and Hort’s 
Greek text (Metzger, 2005:135). Burgon instead argues for use of a 
Majority Text and refers to readings in the majority of later witnesses as 
opposed to the earlier witnesses such as Sinaiticus and Vaticanus, or even
Bezae.20
In regards to the Pericope Adulterae, Burgon writes in favor of the 
inclusion of the passage in the Gospel of John, most notably in the above 
mentioned 1896 work. In fact he even claims,“These twelve verses hold 
their actual place by a more extraordinary right of tenure than any other 
twelve verses which can be named in the Gospel [of John]” (1896:233-234). 
In contrast to Westcott and Hort, Burgon argues that the few uncials that 
omit the pericope were all derived from a common source and that the 
number of cursives that omit it is relatively small compared the vast 
majority of cursive that include the passage. Beyond this, Burgon goes on 
to cite numerous Patristic witnesses that speak in favor of the pericope, 
formulating a list that is often reprinted/recited by numerous modern-day 
advocates of the authenticity of John 7:53-8:11 (see section 9.0 in Chapter
6). Internal evidence is suggested for the pericope as well, including 
references to the contextual compatibility of the pericope with the 
Tabernacles Discourse as well as arguments comparing style and diction.
Beyond this, Burgon appears to be the first modern scholar to list reasons 
for the omission of the passage in many manuscripts; his theory is similar to 
theories based on moral grounds as suggested by such Church Fathers and 
Ambrose and Augustine (See sections 9.2 and 9.5 in Chapter 6.), who both 
suggest that early Church leaders expunged the Pericope Adulterae from the
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20 Interestingly, Burgon rejects the earliest known manuscript that includes the 
Pericope Adulterae, Codex Bezae (see section 2.7 in Chapter 6), labeling it along 
with Sinaiticus and Vaticanus, as “three of the most scandalously corrupt copies 
extant” (1883:16).
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Gospel out of fear that the teaching of the passage could be misconstrued as 
being too lenient on the sin of adultery, but he also includes theories related 
to the lectionary system. Most sharply, he warns that the critical view 
advocated by Westcott, Hort, and others are “spiritually bankrupt” and that 
attempts to revise traditionally accepted texts are dangerous (1896:265).
Burgon’s warnings apparently did not cause too much alarm in the 
scholarly world, for though some have heeded his warnings, mostly 
proponents of the Textus Receptus and “King James Only” advocates, most 
scholars tend to have sided with Westcott and Hort. Some of this may be 
due to Burgon’s own admission that he “unable to believe” that God would 
not preserve an accurate Majority Text (1896:12 note 8), which has led 
some to accuse him of doing work that is “theological and speculative” 
(Metzger, 1993:135). Burgon’s work does, however, continue to bear 
weight in the present discussion, especially in sections on Patristic 
Witnesses, where much of his work in this area is recited by later defenders 
of the text.
2 .8  F red r ick  H en ry  A m b ro se  Scr iven er
F.H.A. Scrivener was likewise a later scholar who argued against the new 
textual criticism principles developed by Westcott and Hort, but he was 
clearly more tempered in his attack of these principles than the 
aforementioned Burgon (Metzger, 2005:137). Most of his concern with 
Westcott and Hort appears to be over their insufficient interest in the 
Western text and complete lack of interest in the Syriac versions altogether. 
In his 1861 work, A Plain Introduction to the Criticism o f the New 
Testament, he addresses the Pericope Adulterae in particular, stating that the 
pericope cannot be “an unauthorized appendage” the Gospel of John 
(1894:364). Scrivener acknowledges the pericope’s absence in earlier 
manuscripts, but states that based mostly upon internal evidence the verses 
could not simply have been added later. At the same time, he did discuss 
the manuscript evidence, listing the witnesses that omit the pericope. 
Scrivener also makes note of the manuscripts that omit the passage with 
large spaces and/or markings most likely indicating scribal awareness of the 
passage in question (see section 2.0 in Chapter 6). His work also includes a 
discussion of the versional evidence, mostly relating to the Syriac versions, 
along with Patristic witnesses for and against the passage. Ultimately, 
though Scrivener did not believe the Pericope Adulterae to be a later 
appendage, he nevertheless could not fully explain its textual history. He 
concludes his discussion of John 7:53-8:11 in the previously mentioned 
work, stating that he could not help “admitting that if [the Pericope 
Adulterae] be indeed the composition of St. John, it has been transmitted to
us under circumstances widely different from those connected with any 
other genuine passage of Scripture whatever” (1894:368).
3 .0  Th e  T w e n t ie t h  Ce n t u r y
3.1 H e rm a n n  F re ih e rr  von Soden
Yet another defender of the Pericope Adulterae would arrive on the 
scene in the early twentieth century, Hermann von Soden, the German-born 
scholar who both pastored a local congregation and taught at the University 
of Berlin. Von Soden’s work in textual criticism was revolutionary, for he 
introduced a new notation system for manuscripts (1902). More importantly, 
von Soden developed a new theory of textual history that broke from what 
had become the mainstream accepted theory proposed by Westcott and 
Hort.21 In his work, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, von Soden claims 
that three recensions occurred in the New Testament text sometime in the 
fourth century. These recensions are labeled “K,” which roughly 
corresponds to Westcott and Hort’s Syrian Antiochian text, “H,” which is 
similar to Westcott and Hort’s Neutral and Alexandrian texts,22 and “I,” 
which has some connections to Westcott and Hort’s Western text, but is not 
entirely identical. From these three texts, von Soden develops a 
hypothetical text that he claims is the ancestor of these different text types. 
In an effort to prove this theory, von Soden attempts to show that the second 
and third century Church Fathers referenced this ancestral text, but he 
ultimately ended up having to explain away the problem of the silence of 
certain Church Fathers, such as Tatian. Von Soden does so to little avail; in 
fact, his explanations may have created more problems than they solved. In 
addition to this, his hypothetical text is virtually impossible to prove. In the 
end, his work has been considered to be monumental but still a “magnificent 
failure” (Metzger, 2005:139). Even his apparatus has been criticized; for 
example, the Alands (1989:23) label it as nothing more than a “collection of 
variant readings.”
In regards to the Pericope Adulterae, von Soden’s hypothetical text does 
include the verses John 7:53-8:11. He argues for the pericope’s inclusion 
based on his theory that these verses were part of the original text but that 
some of the later manuscripts removed it for undisclosed reasons. In fact,
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21 As stated earlier, the original hesitancy to accept the new methods of textual 
criticism developed by Lachmann, Tregelles, and Davidson that was later 
popularized by Westcott and Hort had faded by von Soden’s day.
22 It appears that von Soden did not distinguish between Westcott and Hort’s 
Neutral and Alexandrian texts.
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von Soden classifies the various text types of the Gospel of John based on 
his considerations of their general textual characteristics, on the chapters 
divisions attached to them, and on the form  o f the text o f the Pericope 
Adulterae (Metzger, 2005:140-141). According to von Soden (1902), the 
Pericope Adulterae underwent seven recensions, with the version found in 
Codex Bezae being the earliest recoverable version.
Von Soden has contributed to this study by greatly expanding our 
knowledge of the number of manuscripts that include the pericope. His 
hypothetical text has never been fully accepted, thus the “failure” claims by 
some such as the Alands (1981:22-3), but his collection of manuscripts has 
been widely discussed in later textual history reconstructions, especially by 
proponents of Majority Text Theories. Many of these proponents have also 
used his stemma in their work, most notably Wilbur Pickering (discussed in 
section 3.8 below). Von Soden’s work is said to have arguably had the 
strongest influence among manual editions of the Greek New Testament in 
the twentieth century (Aland and Aland, 1989:26).
3.2 H .C . H o sk ie r
In 1914, H.C. Hoskier furthered the work of those who fought fo r  the 
acceptance of the Pericope Adulterae in his work, Codex B and Its Allies. 
Hoskier, like Burgon before him, argues against the textual criticism 
methods developed by Westcott and Hort, criticizing their heavy reliance on 
the Alexandrian manuscripts, Vaticanus and Sinaiticus; however, Hoskier 
follows a slightly different approach than Burgon in formulating his ideas. 
Though he cites the same concerns about Westcott and Hort voiced early by 
Burgon, he also directs his attention to criticizing the work of a few others 
who found similar results as the pair, including von Soden (1913:307-326). 
Where Hoskier differs from Burgon is in his cataloging and detailing of 
what he believes to be over 3,000 differences/idiosyncrasies in the earliest 
Alexandrian manuscripts in regards to the four Gospels (1914:2:1). Based 
on these findings he was persuaded that the Byzantine manuscript provided 
a more accurate picture of the New Testament text.
Understandably do to this belief, the greater representation of the 
Pericope Adulterae in the Byzantine manuscripts leads Hoskier to claim that 
passage belongs in place in its traditional home between chapters 7 and 8 of 
the Gospel of John. However, Hoskier’s work has been overshadowed to by 
those who use his findings to argue in favor of a “Kings James Only” 
position.23 Though Hoskier does not gather as much attention as that of
23 For example see Jones, F.N., 1999. Which Version Is the Bible? The Woodlands: 
King’s Word Press.
John Burgon, the two are inextricably linked together within “King James 
Only” circles. Further, the text criticism principles established by Westcott 
and Hort still find the majority support, and thus Hoskier appears as a minor 
blip on the radar screen, for his efforts find even less support than those of 
Burgon. Still, it should be noted that to date no once appears to have 
sufficiently countered Hoskier’s observations regarding the inconsistencies 
he claims to have found in the Alexandrian texts.
3.3 H en ry  C adbury
In 1917, discussions regarding the pericope took an interesting twist, 
with effects that linger to the present-day, when Henry Cadbury began 
propagating the idea that the Pericope Adulterae was actually of Lukan 
authorship in article in The Harvard Theological Review entitled “A 
Possible Case of Lukan Authorship (John 7 :53-8:11).”24 Cadbury’s work is 
not based on the earlier text critical work of the scholars of the previous 
century, but rather is based on his own personal analysis of the passage’s 
vocabulary and style. His theory suggests that the passage is Lukan in its 
earliest form, but that as the passage was altered and shuffled around it lost 
much of its similarities with the Third Gospel, ultimately being placed 
within John’s Gospel. Such phrases as opoj tWn elaiwv (8:1) and opGpou 
(8:2) form the center of Cadbury’s argument (see sections 3.1, 3.2, and 8.0 
in Chapter 5 for a discussion of these terms). His argument is not conducted 
with total disregard for the external evidence, but as Cadbury (1917:241) 
himself admits, his hypothesis was almost exclusively based on the internal 
evidence.
In regards to the external evidence, Cadbury suggests that decisions 
regarding particular readings cannot be determined by the usual methods of 
evaluation (1917:238). Perhaps as expected, his heavy reliance on internal 
evidence and his admittance that textual evidence does not support his
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24 Cadbury was not the first (or the last) to suggest such a theory, but his work 
appears to have gained the most notoriety. Others who have advocated for a 
Lukan origin for the Pericope Adulterae include Blass (1898), Westcott (1908), 
McLachlan (1912), Bishop (1934), Temple (1945), Salvoni (1960), Moule 
(1967), Gourgues (1990), and Ross (1992), among others. Blass (1898:158) first 
suggested this theory based on the Family 13 manuscripts, and McLachlan 
(1912:94-126) pushed Blass’ theory further in his 1912 commentary on the 
Gospel of Luke. McLachlan suggests that that the author of the Gospel of Luke 
first read the pericope in the Gospel according to the Hebrews, modified the text, 
and incorporated into his gospel. Cadbury, however, receives considerably more 
attention, perhaps due to the fact that he was first to ardently suggest this 
position, not just noting Lukan similarities in the Pericope Adulterae.
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theory provide the probable reasons why Cadbury has been unable to 
convince the majority of scholars to accept his views. However, in a 
somewhat surprising fashion, his views may have found more ground than is 
often imagined. Statements such as, “If the passage is not from the pen of 
[the author of the Gospel of Luke], then someone, whether another author, a 
translator, or a scribe, intentionally or unintentionally, wrote a style that is 
indistinguishable from the most distinctive of New Testament styles,” 
(1917:243) may have paved the way for the scholars who would later follow 
Cadbury in making arguments against a Johannine style for the verses found 
in John 7:53-8:11. External evidence still reigns supreme in condemning the 
pericope, but Cadbury’s work does provide some additional weight to 
arguments against the inclusion of the Pericope Adulterae in the Fourth 
Gospel. This will be demonstrated in discussions concerning later scholars. 
Cadbury’s suggestion of Lukan stylistic traits will find its way into the 
argument more often than not.
3 .4  E rn e s t C adm an  C olw ell
The next work to highlight is that of Ernest Colwell, who is in many 
ways similar to that of Cadbury in his view regarding a non-Johannine 
authorship of the pericope; however, unlike Cadbury he does not go so far as 
to claim a Lukan authorship. In the early 1930’s, Colwell, who would by 
later supporters be referred to by as the “dean” of New Testament textual 
criticism in North America in the 1950’s and 1960’s (Pickering, 2002:135 
note 4), published The Greek o f the Fourth Gospel: A Study o f Its 
Aramaisms in Light o f Hellenistic Greek, which highlights the Greek nature 
of the Fourth Gospel. This work is in response to the claims of some who 
argued that the Gospel of John was originally penned in Aramaic.25 
Colwell followed this by producing several more volumes discussing the 
textual history and theology of the New Testament, such as Prolegomena to 
the Study o f the Lectionary Text o f the Gospels (1933), Studies in the 
Lectionary Text o f the Greek New Testament (1933), his chapter in Studies 
in Methodology in Textual Criticism o f the New Testament (1969), and What 
Is the Best New Testament? (1952), among others. Most notably, Colwell 
would later change his position regarding textual criticism of the New
25 Colwell’s criticism of theories suggesting that the original Gospel of John was 
penned in Aramaic is mostly directed against C.F. Burney (The Aramaic Origin 
o f the Fourth Gospel, Oxford, 1922) and C.C. Torrey (Our Translated Gospels, 
London, no date). Their theories are not widely accepted but still the concept 
that Aramaic expressions/thinking underly the writing of the Gospel gained much 
wider support (Morris, 1995:9).
Testament, rebutting the principles applied by Westcott and Hort that he had 
once favored. He claims that the two nineteenth century scholars had 
successfully destroyed any theories of a Majority Text, but also that modern 
textual criticism has also been misled by the pair (1969:152-3). Colwell 
instead argues that the canon of the New Testament is a living manuscript 
that was edited and corrected by devout scribes who hoped to perfect the 
text (1952:52-3).
In regards to the Pericope Adulterae, Colwell believes that the John 7:53­
8:11 was penned by a non-Johannine source. He argues that the pericope 
does not fit within the context of John 7-8, and that the pericope differs with 
the rest of the Fourth Gospel in its vocabulary and tone (1952:81). Colwell 
also goes so far as to attempt to debunk theories that have been offered to 
account for the omission of these twelve verses from certain manuscripts. 
Most notably he critiques Augustine’s theory that over-zealous Church 
leaders removed the passage to prevent their wives from giving into the sin 
of adultery (see section 9.5 in Chapter 6). Colwell’s critique of Augustine 
borders on ridicule, claiming that the “ ‘omission’ in early Greek sources can 
hardly be explained [by Augustine’s theory]. Some of those Greek scribes 
must have been unmarried! Nor is Augustine’s argument supported by the 
evidence from Luke's Gospel, where even greater acts of compassion are left 
untouched by the scribes who lack this story in John” (1952:82). Lukan 
examples of “great acts of compassion” suggested by Colwell includes that 
of the sinful woman who anoints Jesus’ feet in Luke 7:36ff.
Colwell has certainly left his mark; however, while a majority of scholars 
would agree with his conclusions regarding the non-Johannine status of the 
Pericope Adulterae, few appear to be willing to accept his views regarding 
textual criticism (Aland and Aland, 1989:24). The exception to this would 
be others who belong to what might be called the “University of Chicago 
School of Criticism” and ironically those who favor the Johannine status of 
the Pericope Adulterae, most often the aforementioned “King James Only” 
group.26
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26 The irony is that the very ones who defend the Johannine authorship of the 
Pericope Adulterae generally hold very conservative positions regarding issues of 
theology and biblical criticism, making them polar opposites of such men as 
Colwell and others from the University of Chicago school of thought. Some of 
these “King James Only” proponents who agree with Colwell’s concern about the 
Westcott and Hort methods of textual criticism would disagree with his 
objections to the authenticity of John 7:53-8:11, noting that there are big 
differences between Pericope Adulterae and the story of the woman in Luke 7. 
For example, Edward Hills (1984:154) notes that (1) in Luke the penitence and 
faith of the woman are stressed; in John these factors are not mentioned
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3 .5  U lrich B ec ke r
Around the time of much of Colwell’s later work, Ulrich Becker began to 
cause a stir of his own in Germany concerning John 7:53-8:11. This began 
with his 1959 doctoral dissertation at the University of Erlangen, the first of 
its kind. Becker’s dissertation would later be republished in book form in 
1963, entitled Jesus und die Ehebrecherin: Untersuchungen zur Text- und 
Ueberlieferungsgeschichte von John 7:53-8:11. At its time, Becker’s work 
was nearly unrivaled in its discussion of the full extent of textual issues 
relating to the pericope. It is divided into three parts. Part one discusses the 
history of the pericope, its text and context, and an “early version” is 
reconstructed in this section. Part two discusses the possible extra and pre- 
canonical traditions that may have influenced the text. Becker (1963:51) 
argues that this early version was influenced by the apocryphal tale of 
Daniel and Susanna, a view that is advocated by later scholars (cf. Gench, 
2004:147-148; Knust, 2006:497) and discussed in greater detail in later 
chapters (see section 9.0 in Chapter 5). Finally, part three presents Becker’s 
conclusion that the story is rooted in disputes over the interpretation of 
Jewish law in regard to proper punishments for the sin of adultery. Along 
with this conclusion is the thesis that the Pericope Adulterae is not 
Johannine, though Becker apparently still felt that the passage was at least 
related to an authentic tradition about Jesus based on three factors: (1) 
Jesus’ refusal to enter into a debate over tradition and the Law, (2) Jesus’ 
decision that puts him in opposition with Torah, and (3) Jesus’ action based 
on nothing but his authority (1963:150-164). He insists that the story was 
inserted sometime during the third century A.D., perhaps as early as 200 
A.D., by those who were still familiar with the first century Jewish feasts 
(Ibid). This was due to the fact that he conceded that John 7 :53-8:11 blends 
well with context of the Tabernacles Discourse, running counter to many 
scholars who had argued the opposite in regards to contextual matters. In 
the opinion of many, Becker ultimately argues decisively for this (cf. 
Schnackenburg, 1982:2:170).
Becker does not, however, argue for Johannine authorship, but unlike his 
contemporary, Colwell, he does not argue for Lukan authorship either. In 
fact, though Becker points out similarities in the pericope with other 
passages from the Gospel of Luke, he nevertheless assess that a Lukan 
authorship would have certainly included more on repentance in a story, 
especially given that this is a woman who is in position to repent much like 
many of the women presented in the Gospel of Luke (1963:70-71). Instead
explicitly, (2) in Luke the law of God is not called in question; in John, it is 
seemingly set aside, (3) and in Luke the sinful woman was a harlot; in John the 
woman was an adulteress.
of Lukan origins, Becker argues that the Pericope Adulterae had its origin in 
the Gospel according to the Hebrews, mentioned by Papias (see section 9.1 
in Chapter 6). From this, the pericope was later worked into the Fourth 
Gospel and the Protoevangelion o f James with some possible influences 
from the apocryphal story of Susanna included (1963:51).
Becker ultimately sides with many who preceded him: the Pericope 
Adulterae does not belong in the Gospel of John; however, there are some 
notable differences in his work compared to his predecessors. First of all, 
Becker admits an earlier entry into the Gospel text than many others. 
Likewise, Becker rejects Lukan influence and finds connections with what is 
believed by some to be the earliest mentioning of the pericope, the 
Papias/Eusebius account. Finally, Becker suggests that there are strong 
contextual connections between John 7:53-8:11 and the Tabernacles 
Discourse. Becker’s influence has no doubt been powerful and widespread. 
While some consider his work to be unrivaled (cf. Keith, 2008:377; Knust, 
2006:491 note 22), others, mostly defenders of the passage on internet 
discussion boards, consider it to be somewhat sloppy and outdated. Clearly, 
those who revere his work are the majority, for Becker is quoted extensively 
in opposition the acceptance of the Pericope Adulterae, perhaps second only 
next scholar to be discussed, Bruce Metzger (who actually quotes from 
Becker’s work). Becker’s textual criticism work will be strongly considered 
in later chapters, along with his argument for contextual compatibility of the 
Pericope Adulterae within the Tabernacles Discourse of John 7 and 8.
3 .6  B ru ce  M etzg er
When it comes to twentieth century scholarship, there is arguably no one 
whose work has been received with more notoriety as that of Bruce Metzger. 
What Westcott and Hort are to nineteenth century textual criticism, Metzger 
is arguably to twentieth century textual criticism. Metzger served as editor 
for the 1975 work, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 
which was released as a companion volume to the third edition of the United 
Bible Society’s Greek New Testament, and he has written and edited several 
other major works (too numerous to list). Metzger follows many of the 
same principles employed by Westcott and Hort, but also champions some 
additional principles of his own. External evidence, according to Metzger 
(2005:209), must include an evaluation of manuscripts based upon their 
dating, text type, “geographical distribution of the witnesses that agree in 
supporting a variant” and the “genealogical relationship of texts and families 
of witnesses.” In other words, Metzger believes that “witnesses are to be 
weighed rather than counted” (Ibid), something echoed by other scholars (cf. 
Aland and Aland, 1989:280). Internal evidence, according to Metzger, must 
include analysis of two kinds of probability, transcriptional and intrinsic.
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Transcriptional probability depends on observations regarding the habits of 
the scribe(s) for a particular manuscript. This probability includes principles 
that the more difficult readings are preferred, the shorter readings are 
preferred, and the readings with verbal dissidence are preferred. According 
to Metzger (2005:209-210), intrinsic probability takes into account 
considerations regarding the style/vocabulary of the entire book of scripture 
from which a verse(s) is being read, the immediate context of the verse(s), 
the style/vocabulary of the author’s additional works, the Aramaic 
background of Jesus, a priority for the Gospel of Mark, and the influence of 
the early Church upon the collection and transmission of the verse(s) in 
question.
Metzger’s weighing of the witnesses and his calculated intrinsic 
probability led him to conclude that the Pericope Adulterae is a non­
Johannine interpolation. Metzger (1994:189) likewise expressed doubt 
about theories of a suppressed passage that had been advocated by Ambrose 
and Augustine (see sections 9.2 and 9.5 in Chapter 6). His influence can 
hardly be measured. The Society of Biblical Literature has claimed that he 
is likely “the greatest specialist and biblical translator America has 
produced” (Holmes, 2007). Those who quote him and reference his work 
are without number. This is certainly the case when it comes to study of the 
Pericope Adulterae. One only has to note the number of scholars who when 
commenting on the passage quote Metzger’s conclusion (1994:187) that 
“the external evidence against the Johannine authorship of the pericope of 
the adulteress is overwhelming.” A simple survey of studies of the Pericope 
Adulterae shows Metzger’s famous line is quoted extensively, and his view 
of these verses often followed. Often, these citations include Metzger’s list 
of manuscripts (1994:220) that omit the Pericope Adulterae and his 
reference to the fact that no Greek Church Fathers quote the passage until 
the 12th century.27 This well-renowned scholar still casts a long shadow, in 
discussions regarding John 7:53-8:11.
3 .7  D a v id  O tis F u lle r
Even with the weighty work of such scholars as Metzger, there have been 
others who disagree with such opinion and argue for the Johannine 
authorship of the Pericope Adulterae. David Otis Fuller, with his 1975 
work, Counterfeit or Genuine?: Mark 16? John 8?, resurrected many of the
27 This has been amended in recent years due to the discovery of the writings of 
Didymus the Blind who referenced the Pericope Adulterae around 350 A.D. Bart 
Ehrman, who edited the second edition of Metzger’s A Textual Commentary on 
the Greek New Testament corrected this observation.
views of earlier scholars such as John Burgon and added further evidence in 
favor of such authorship. Unlike most of the scholars discussed above, 
Fuller’s work centered not on textual criticism of the New Testament, but 
rather exclusively on the criticism of two notable disputed passages, John 
7:53-8:11 and Mark 16:9-20, evidenced by the title of his work mentioned 
above. He suggested that because the pericope had been in its traditional 
place for such a long tenure that the burden lies with those who want to 
remove it rather than those who want to argue for its inclusion (1975:135). 
In Fuller’s analysis of the Pericope Adulterae, he questions the reliability of 
the oldest manuscripts, Sinaiticus and Vaticanus. This is not a new 
argument, but likely a repackaging of Majority Text Theory (see section 5.0 
in Chapter 6); Fuller himself acknowledges this without using this specific 
title to identify his theory (1975:208-209). At the same time, Fuller adds the 
observation that the oldest manuscripts are all from Egypt where the climate 
is more favorable for preserving manuscripts, further raising doubts about 
their accuracy. Secondly, he adds examples where scholars have rejected 
the older manuscripts as the most reliable to further question these 
Alexandrian texts (1975:208). For example, Fuller quotes Kurt Aland’s 
discussion of manuscripts for the Book of Revelation where Aland states, 
“P47 is by far the oldest of the manuscript containing the full or almost full 
text of the Apocalypse, but it is certainly not the best” (Aland, Kurt. "The 
Significance of the Papyri for Progress in New Testament Research." in The 
Bible in Modern Scholarship: Papers Read at the 100th Meeting o f the SBL, 
December 28-30, 1964, Hyatt, J.P, ed. Nashville: Abingdon, 1965, pp. 333). 
This one example has not proven to be sufficient enough to overturn the 
scholarly opinion regarding our oldest New Testament manuscripts, but 
Fuller suggests that it does show that certain textual criticism rules are not 
always so hard and fast.
At the same time Fuller discusses the significance of various Patristic 
witnesses in favor of the Pericope Adulterae, most notably Jerome, while 
also discussing issues related to lectionary use of various manuscripts (see 
section 6.0 in Chapter 6 for a discussion of Lectionary Text Theories). 
Though he cites various Church Fathers, some of which have proposed 
theories explaining the omission of John 7:53-8:11 (cf. Ambrose and 
Augustine), Fuller (1975:210) suggests his own theory to explain the 
omission: “The Traditional text was prominent in the second/third centuries 
and dominant in Greek-speaking Churches by the end of the fourth century. 
Defective copies were taken out of circulation and/or destroyed.. .Codices B 
and Aleph were taken out of circulation and therefore were preserved 
without deterioration. Pure copies were worn out from extensive use, and 
therefore, we only have late extant manuscript copies of the majority text.”
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This theory is interesting, but unfortunately based on largely on a 
Majority Text, thus drowning out what perhaps might otherwise considered 
to be fine work regarding the pericope. His theory is also impossible to 
prove. At the same time, Fuller (1975:135-136) has made statements about 
the certainty of the passage, such as “ [The verses of John 7:53-8:11] hold 
their actual place by more extraordinary tenure than any other twelve verses 
which can be named in the Gospel” which have further impaired his 
credibility. His arguments for the inclusion of such passages as Mark 16:9­
20, John 5:4, and even the “Johannine comma” (1 John 5:7) have not helped 
his cause either (1975:10). In the end Fuller’s work has little scholarly 
support, but some of his objections are worth noting and demand further 
attention, most certainly his comments regarding climate and the survival of 
Alexandrian manuscripts. Likewise, some of his considerations of the 
internal evidence, especially that of the contextual flow of the passage 
(1975:136ff) must be considered as well.
3 .8  W ilbur P icker in g
Next is Wilbur Pickering, who in the late 1970’s began defending the 
authenticity of the Pericope Adulterae by advocating yet another Majority 
Text Theory (1977). However, Pickering differs from those before him by 
the fact that he does not base the crux of his argument on his theological 
perspectives, at least not from the outset. Often times, the earlier (and 
sometimes later) proponents of the Majority Text Theory suggest that the 
specific line of textual transmission that they advocate is the only true and 
pure line of transmission, thus leaving all other lines as incomplete, as 
corrupted, or worse as outright heretical. Theology comes into play because 
these advocates of the Majority Text argue that the large number of 
manuscripts in this stream, the majority, demonstrate a principle of divine 
preservation, because a sovereign God would want to preserve the scripture 
for our day (Aland and Aland, 1989:6-7).28 Pickering no doubt believes 
this, but rather than making this the foundation of his argument, he only 
mentions this as additional support.
In defense of the Pericope Adulterae’s position in the Gospel of John, 
Pickering develops his own stemma for these verses (1977:Appendix G).
28 For example, Pickering claims this of the Mark 16:9-20 in a paper entitled “Mark 
16:9-20 and the Doctrine of Inspiration,” which has been circulated to the 
Majority Text Society. Burgon (1896:12 note 8) has even claimed that he is 
“unwilling” to believe that God would allow for anything but a majority text to 
be the most accurate. Many who do not advocate for Majority Text Theories still 
hold to a theological perspective that a sovereign God would preserve a text of 
scripture that is accurate and trustworthy for later followers.
His argument, which he calls “statistical probability,” rather than a Majority 
Text Theory, is based on the proposition that in the textual criticism 
practices for the Book of Revelation, a minority reading is used as the 
proper text because there is no majority reading. Pickering applies this to 
John 7:53-8:11, claiming that since there is no majority reading, minority 
readings must be accepted. He then goes on to suggest a stemma for the 
passage that is largely reflective of von Soden’s earlier work (see section 3.1 
above). In the end, Pickering concludes that even though the Pericope 
Adulterae has clearly experienced a more difficult textual transmission than 
any other passage in the Fourth Gospel that “the original text is attested by a 
clear majority of the manuscripts,” and thus that the pericope “confirms the 
validity and workability of Majority Text Theory” (1977:Appendix G). 
Though he acknowledges that the external evidence in favor of inclusion is 
weak, he nevertheless asks how the pericope ever have been added given the 
fact that 85% of the manuscripts include it (2003:178). Apparently, few are 
convinced by his question or his theory. Outside of the Majority Text 
Theory circles, Pickering’s work has gained little traction despite what 
should be viewed as a valiant effort to prove otherwise. Though his overall 
theory may not be entirely tenable, his observations about minority readings 
nevertheless should be considered in translation and exegesis of the 
Pericope Adulterae. In addition to this, a few comments about the 
contextual compatibility of the passage, mostly in relation to the 
awkwardness of transition between 7:52 and 8:12 that Pickering (2003:178) 
suggests should likely be considered as well.
3.9  A la n  J o h n so n
In 1964, the second doctoral dissertation of the century was submitted by 
Alan Johnson at Dallas Theological Seminary. Much of this work would be 
later repackaged in a 1966 article in the Journal o f the Evangelical 
Theological Society, entitled “A Stylistic Trait of the Fourth Gospel in the 
Pericope Adulterae?” Johnson’s dissertation, unlike Becker’s before him, 
argues fo r  the Johannine authorship of the Pericope Adulterae; however, 
Johnson’s work is based more on internal evidence than external evidence. 
In spite of what he believes to be a “settled” argument in the minds of most 
textual critics (1966:91), Johnson argues that while the external evidence 
must still be considered to some extent, the lack of certainty of the origin of 
our “earliest” manuscripts and the subsequent disagreement of scholars in 
regard to particular types of texts, “the internal evidence of linguistics and 
context play a most vital role in recent methodology and should demand 
more careful consideration of the internal character of the Pericope 
Adulterae” (1966:92).
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In focusing on this internal evidence of vocabulary and context, Johnson 
makes a few interesting observations regarding the state of the generally 
accepted internal evidence. First, he admits that context can be highly 
subjective (1966:92). Secondly, he argues that the limited vocabulary of the 
Gospel of John is insufficient to conduct a full analysis of the pericope that 
would be substantial enough to determine what is Johannine and what is not 
Johannine. In doing so, Johnson cites Bruce Metzger in support of this 
claim, who in turn had cited G. Udney Yuke, claiming that 10,000 words or 
more are necessary to form any solid basis for authorship (Metzger, 
1985:93-4); Johnson then highlights the fact that the Fourth Gospel only has 
174 words (1964:178-9). Based on this hypothesis, Johnson attempts to 
show how certain vocabulary analyses could be used to discredit portions of 
the Gospel of John that are not generally in dispute. For example, he 
demonstrates that John 2:13-17 could be considered to be non-Johannine if 
the same criteria that was applied to John 7:53-8:11 is used. By comparing 
the total number of words, the total vocabulary, hapax legomena (see section
4.0 in Chapter 5), what he called “preferred” Johannine words such as kai, 
ocloj, etc,29 and “preferred” Lukan words, Johnson shows that 2:13-17 has 
a higher percentage of hapax legomena and preferred Lukan terms, while 
having a lower percentage of preferred Johannine terms (1966:93-4). The 
result is that 2:13-17 appears to be even more non-Johannine than the 
Pericope Adulterae, underscoring Johnson’s main point that vocabulary 
analyses may be inaccurate in the Fourth Gospel. Johnson further suggests 
that such an approach can discredit extra-biblical pieces of literature as well, 
citing Guthrie’s findings regarding a similar study conducted on Cicero’s 
work (1966:93).
Beyond his attempts to question the existing internal evidence, Johnson 
does put forth his own strand of evidence in favor of a Johannine authorship 
of the text. In fact, this is what the majority of his dissertation centers on, 
what Johnson called “a stylistic trait.” He claims that one of the most 
common Johannine literary patterns is “short explanatory phrases by the 
author that help to interpret the significance of the words that have just been 
spoken in the narrative” (1966:95). These explanatory phrases are said to be 
united by three common elements: the conjunction “now” (öe), the 
demonstrative “this” (toOto), and a form of the verb “to speak” (Aiyeiv). 
According to Johnson, this stylistic trait that is found in John 8:6 is also 
found in ten other locations within in the Fourth Gospel, seven of which
29 For a fuller discussion on these “preferred” Johannine words, see section 6.0 in 
Chapter 5. There is little discussion offered in Johnson’s work detailing so-called 
“preferred” Lukan words.
possess all three elements, the other three possessing at least two elements 
(6:6, 71, 7:39, 11:13, 11:51, 12:6, 12:33, 13:11, 13:28, and 21:29). Johnson 
concludes his work by stating that because the internal evidence raised 
against the passage is questionable and because his “stylistic trait” is so 
substantial, that new questions need to be raised in study of the Pericope 
Adulterae. This includes a re-investigation of the external evidence, which 
Johnson himself unfortunately does not offer. It appears that few if any 
have followed Johnson’s suggestion either. This may be due to the fact that 
some consider Johnson’s proposed stylistic trait in 8:6 to more likely be the 
work of a later redactor (cf. Keith, 2007:382). Though Johnson’s internal 
evidence is occasionally discussed (cf. Trites, 1974:137-146; Hodges, 
1980:41-53), there does not appear to be any new, major re-explorations of 
the external evidence for John 7:53-8:11 that Johnson has recommended.
3 .10  R a y m o n d  B row n
Raymond Brown is not particularly known for his work on the Pericope 
Adulterae per se, but due to the fact that Brown is so notable in regards to 
Johannine theology, it is perhaps necessary to include him in the present 
discussion. Brown (2003:332) directly states that he considers John 7:53­
8:11 to be a “non-Johannine interpolation,” and though he acknowledges 
that though the story is evidenced predominantly by the Western Church, he 
states that “a good case can be argued that the story had its origins in the 
east and is truly ancient” (1966:335). This is supported by his understanding 
of the manuscript evidence, but Brown presents his argument based equally 
on an investigation of the internal evidence as well. This internal evidence 
leads Brown to the conclusion the narrative is “more Lukan than 
Johannine,” largely due to his observation that the vocabulary and grammar 
are different than other parts of the Fourth Gospel (1966:336), much in 
agreement with Cadbury. Oddly enough, though Brown denies the 
contextual congruity of the passage within chapters 7-8 of the Gospel of 
John, claiming that the Pericope Adulterae “breaks up the sequence of the 
discourse at Tabernacles” (1966:336), he also speaks positively about the 
context of the passage. Most notably, Brown states that John 7:53-8:11 
provides a “narrative illustration of the conflict that animates the dialogue of 
John 7 and 8” on the very same page where he denies the contextual links.
Brown’s views ultimately line up with the majority of scholars who have 
investigated the pericope; however, Brown does add his own theories of 
how the story found its way in the Gospel of John. Brown (1979:335) cites 
Harald Riesenfield’s theory of late acceptance that claims that strict views 
on the sin of adultery prevented the pericope from being admitted to the 
canon, and that only after more liberal penitential practices were adopted in 
later centuries was the passage accepted and established as part of the
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Bible.30 Of course, this theory is nearly identical to theories proposed by 
Augustine and Ambrose, already mentioned in previous sections, with the 
exception that Brown’s view is that this later insertion was not a re­
insertion. Ultimately, Brown appears to believe that the Pericope Adulterae 
is ancient, accurate in its representation of Jesus, and perhaps even related to 
Johannine circles, though he does not appear to support its place in the 
middle of the Tabernacles Discourse (1966:335).
3.11 B a r t D. E h rm a n
Bart Ehrman, a student of the aforementioned Bruce Metzger, also 
discusses the Pericope Adulterae in great detail, but from the angle of 
tradition criticism rather than pure textual criticism (1988:24-44). Ehrman 
asserts that three early witnesses often used to propose an early existence of 
the Pericope Adulterae, Papias, the Didascalia, and Didymus the Blind, 
actually spoke of different stories. His theory is that the familiar story of 
Jesus and the Adulteress that is found in John 7:53-8:11 in such ancient 
manuscripts as Codex Bezae (see section 2.7 in Chapter 6) is actually a 
combination of two previously separate stories, thus making a third version 
of the story (Knust, 2006:498). The first story proposed by Ehrman 
(1988:34-37) is that which Papias and the Didascalia reference, which is 
said to be a story of Jesus pardoning a sinful woman after the Jewish 
leadership had tried to entrap him; the second story is one that provides 
Jesus’ interpretation on stoning and is witnessed to by Didymus the Blind in 
his commentary on Ecclesiastes, but originally part of the Gospel according 
to the Hebrews. Ehrman bases his theory on his speculation of peculiarities 
between the various references to the Pericope Adulterae in ancient 
witnesses.
Ehrman has received some support in his theory from some such as 
Moloney (1988:262), but he has also received much criticism. For example, 
MacDonald (1995:418-419), Meir (1991:307 note 79), Lincoln (2005:527), 
Lührmann (1991:301), Knust (2006:498), and Keith (2008:387-388) all 
criticize his work, largely for making too many assumptions. Reasons stated 
for questioning Ehrman’s theory include the fact that he appears to 
overemphasize the differences in the two early stories, while neglecting the 
many similarities between them (cf. Knust, 2006:498). Also, it has been 
suggested by several that just because one source lacks a particular portion
30 For more on Riesenfield’s theory see Riesenfeld, H., 1970. “The Pericope 
Adulterae in Early Christian Tradition” in The Gospel Tradition: Essays by 
Harold Riesenfeld, Rowley, E.M. and Kraft, R.A., trans. Oxford: Basil 
Blackwell, pp. 95-110.
of the story it does not necessarily mean that this source lacked the portion; 
instead it is possible that the author of the work simply chose not to 
comment on the portion of the story (cf. MacDonald, 1995:419; Lincoln, 
2005:527; Keith, 2008:387). It is also a questionable fact that Papias is 
identified with a story other than that which is referred to in the Gospel 
according to the Hebrews, given that Papias is often said to have quoted 
from this source (Eusebius, Church History 3.39.16-17)(see section 9.1 in 
Chapter 6).31 Though Ehrman has been able to successfully raise questions 
about the differences in the earliest versions of the Pericope Adulterae, it 
does appear that he has been unable to convince others of his theory, and 
thus it remains interesting, but speculative. His final conclusion, that the 
Pericope Adulterae does not belong in the Gospel of John, however, remains 
part of the majority opinion.
3.12 Z a n e  C. H odges & A r th u r  F a rsta d
The next two scholars are grouped together for discussion due to the fact 
that they have published works together. Much like Westcott and Hort, 
Zane Hodges and Arthur Farstad have worked extensively together in 
textual criticism; however, Hodges appears to have done the most work in 
particular on the Pericope Adulterae. Hodges has offered two treatises on 
John 7:53-8:11, both published in Bibliotheca Sacra, one discussing the 
textual history of the passage, “The Woman Taken in Adultery (John 7:53­
8:11): The Text,” and the other providing an exegesis of it, “The Woman 
Taken in Adultery (John 7:53-8:11): Exposition.” Following this, Hodges 
joined forces with Arthur Farstad to work on further ideas of the Pericope 
Adulterae, based predominantly in the advocating for a Majority Text 
Theory, most notably in their 1985 work, The Greek New Testament 
According to the Majority Text. Hodges’ earlier works appears to provide a 
more balanced discussion of the material, not relying so heavily on Majority 
Text Theories; though he does comment on the fact that the Pericope 
Adulterae is found in a majority of manuscripts (1980:41-2), Hodges
46
31 Papias’ witness to the pericope is second hand, being reported by Eusebius in the 
fourth century, and actually indicates that the story was found in the “Gospel 
according to the Hebrews” in Church History 3.39.16-7. The third century 
document, the Syrian Didascalia Apostolurum, of which the original Greek is 
lost though preserved in the fourth century Apostolic Constitutions, gives 
instruction to bishops on how to show mercy to repentant sinners. Didymus the 
Blind is later to be found referring to the pericope in his commentary on 
Ecclesiastes (7:21-22a), claiming that it is found in “certain gospels.” See 
sections 9.1 and 9.2 in Chapter 6 for a fuller discussion of each these three 
witnesses.
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focuses most of his attention on highlighting issues of internal evidence 
while making a few points regarding the external.
Much like the earlier proponents of Johannine authorship of this passage 
previously discussed, Hodges attempts to disprove certain strands of internal 
evidence that are said to testify to a non-Johannine origin. For example, he 
stresses, much like Alan Johnson (1964, 1966) before him, how John 7:53­
8:11 has a higher percentage of Johannine vocabulary and lower percentage 
of non-Johannine vocabulary than other accepted Johannine passages, most 
notably John 2:13-17 (1980:41-53). In regards to this, Hodges (1980:53 
note 16) claims that such “scholarly nitpicking” can discredit almost any 
passage by disclosing unique verbal features. Similarly, he attempts to show 
how some features in particular that are considered to be non-Johannine 
actually accord with the rest of the Fourth Gospel. For example, he notes 
that a description of Jesus “sitting” is often considered to be non-Johannine, 
but then compares this with John 4:6 where Jesus sits for an 
encounter/confrontation (1980:43). He additionally highlights the fact that 
Jesus sat according to usual rabbinic practice.
Beyond his attempts to dissuade us of accepting any non-Johannine 
evidence against the passage, Hodges also discusses evidence in favor of 
Johannine origins, predominantly relating to the contextual compatibility 
with chapters 7 and 8 of the Fourth Gospel. Hodges claims that 7:53-8:2 fits 
smoothly, due to the fact that everyone “went to his own home” on the 
eighth day of the Feast of Tabernacles as Leviticus 23:39 prescribes 
(1980:41). He also notes that the pericope also includes certain “stylistic 
traits,” advocated by earlier by Johnson. Hodges (1980:44) emphasizes the 
fact that 8:6 echoes 6:6, and while such a statement is found nowhere else in 
the New Testament, close connections to it are found in John 6:71, 7:39, 
11:13, 11:51, 12:6, 12:33, 13:11, 13:28, and 21:29.
As far as external evidence is concerned, Hodges does not enter into 
extremely lengthy details, but he does comment on the fact that since all 
four of the earliest manuscripts which do not include the Pericope 
Adulterae, come from one region of the world (Alexandria), and therefore 
may in fact only represent a single witness all derived from a singular 
parental exemplar. He also notes that the climate conditions of the region 
provide for a more suitable environment for preserving manuscripts, a 
suggestion confirmed by other scholars (Aland and Aland, 1989:59; Brown, 
2003:202). As noted earlier, Hodges does mention the fact that the Pericope 
Adulterae appears in a majority of manuscripts, and in light of this, he 
questions some of the validity of those manuscripts which omit the passage. 
Most interesting for the present discussion, Hodges asserts that it is possible 
that the story was “deliberately omitted from a very ancient manuscript copy 
of the Fourth Gospel and that this manuscript’s descendants have had very
discernable impact on some of the early New Testament translations as well 
as on the early Greek Fathers of the Christian Church” (1980:41). In fact, 
Hodges appears to believe that this is not just a possibility, but rather a 
certain fact that the text was deliberately emendated, making mention of 
such theories as that of Ambrose and Augustine. He concludes that once 
removed, a snowball effect would thereby be produced which was bound to 
leave its impact on the history of transmission (1979:332).
Of course, Hodges, like those before him, has been unable to sufficiently 
prove this theory, something that Hodges himself acknowledges (1979:331). 
Beyond this, his work has also been highly criticized. For example, Craig 
Keener (2003:735) states that “Hodges argument must admit our lack of 
textual evidence in early manuscripts. He argues from silence and supposes 
a model of deletion possible on a word processor but more difficult in the 
middle of a scroll.”
Perhaps this is why Hodges’ later work would focus on another theory. 
Joining forces with Arthur Farstad, the pair would pour all of their collected 
energy into defending a Majority Text (Metzger, 2005:283). This may 
overshadow many of Hodges’ earlier observations by the duo’s adherence to 
such a theory, but it is worth mentioning some of their work and conclusions 
regarding John 7:53-8:11. Hodges and Farstad chose to use von Soden’s 
apparatus (see section 3.1 above) as their base for reconstructing the text. 
This has led to much criticism, for von Soden’s apparatus has been labeled 
as being nothing more than a collection of variant readings (Aland and 
Aland, 1989:23). In basing their work on von Soden, Hodges and Farstad 
claim that they provide a “more evident Johannine stylistic cast” than either 
the United Bible Societies or Nestle-Aland texts (1985:xxxi). They insist 
that the Pericope Adulterae is perfectly placed in the Fourth Gospel where it 
occurs in the majority of the copies (approximately 900), claiming that 
“there is no compelling reason to doubt that the story is originally 
Johannine” (1985:xxiii). In an apparent attempt to bolster their argument, 
Hodges and Farstad also put forth internal evidence as well, noting the fact 
that the Feast of Tabernacles is being celebrated, bringing a large number of 
pilgrims in the city, which makes it more likely that strangers would be 
thrown together and providing opportunity for acts of indecency. Such an 
observation may be true, but it is also highly speculative. Likewise, the pair 
observes that the confrontation between Jesus and the scribes and Pharisees 
would have to have taken place in the Court of the Women, adding a further 
contextual link due to the fact that this is where John 8:20 states Jesus was. 
They even note that the Qumran (1QS iii 6-7) finds have shown that the 
thought of forgiveness of sin experienced here by the woman is properly 
linked to the phrase “light of life,” which they link to Jesus’ statement in 
8:12. In addition to these contextual ties, Hodges and Farstad also offer
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connections relating to style and vocabulary. For example, they rehash 
Hodges earlier observations that the phrasing of John 8:6 is particularly 
Johannine, following a similar grammatical structure to 6:6, 7:39, 11:13, 
11:51, 12:6, 12:33, 13:11, 13:29, and 21:19. Likewise, the pair observes 
that Jesus’ use of the vocative y w a i in 8:10 is a common Johannine stylistic 
trait found in John 2:4, 4:21, 19:26, 20:13, and 15. Furthermore, they 
observe that the phrase “sin no more” in 8:11 occurs only one other time in 
the New Testament in John 5:14, leading to the claim that this uniquely 
Johannine.
Hodges and Farstad conclude that there is no compelling reason to doubt 
that the story is originally Johannine, even stating, “If it is not an original 
part of the Fourth Gospel, its writer would have to be viewed as a skilled 
Johannine imitator, and its placement in this context as the shrewdest piece 
of interpolation in literary history” (1985:25). Such a claim is rather bold, 
but based upon their observations regarding context and stylistic 
compatibility, sufficient reason for caution may be provided before their 
claims can be entirely dismissed. Still, the lack of solid external evidence in 
favor of their view has provided little support for their work. In fact, some 
goes as far as warning serious students of New Testament textual criticism 
to “stay away” from their work (cf. Aland and Aland, 1989:25). Hodges and 
Farstad’s proposition of a Majority Text Theory has probably injured their 
cause beyond repair.
3.13 H o lly  J o a n  T o en sin g
A third doctoral dissertation was offered just before the close of the 
twentieth century by Holly Joan Toensing at the University of Vanderbilt, 
entitled “The Politics of Insertion: The Adulteress Woman and Its Textual 
History” (1998). The dissertation, like Johnson’s (1964), is unpublished, 
and it has been best described as “an application of reader-response 
criticism to the Pericope Adulterae in its various manuscript locations” 
(Keith, 2008:394). While still a fine piece of work, Toensing offers little 
new analysis of the passage, with the possible exception that she argues 
from a feminist theological perspective; instead she reasserts many long­
standing defenses of the Johannine nature of the passage. For example, 
much like Johnson and Colwell before her, she argues that many of the 
alternate locations for the pericope can be explained by Lectionary Theories 
(1998:169-174). Toensing followed her dissertation with a chapter entitled 
“Divine Intervention or Divine Intrusion?: Jesus and the Adulteress in 
John’s Gospel” as part of A Feminist Companion to the Gospel o f John 
edited by Levine and Blickenstaff (2003). This later work appears to put 
forward ideas that she had originally suggested in her unpublished 
dissertation; however, like her earlier work there is little new research.
Rather than delving into the textual criticism issues associated with the 
passage, she chooses to focus on the “history of the interpretation of the 
pericope itself’ (2003:159). Toensing’s work perhaps best serves as a 
summary of the some of the earlier work on John 7:53-8:11 from a feminist 
perspective.
3 .1 4  W illis P ie rp o n t & M a u rice  R o b in so n
Another pair has offered work in the field of textual criticism with 
implications relating to the Pericope Adulterae. Maurice Robinson and 
Willis Pierpont published a 1991 book entitled The New Testament in the 
Original Greek according to the Byzantine/Majority Text (republished in 
2005) seeking to debunk the nineteenth century ideas of textual criticism. 
Pierpont was originally trained in the Westcott-Hort theory, but claims to 
have abandoned this after a “close examination of the manuscripts and the 
theoretical perspectives underlying the approach” (2005:About the Authors 
section). Questioning Westcott and Hort is nothing new, for numerous 
others have questioned their theory, but to no avail, as demonstrated in 
previous sections. Robinson and Pierpont’s methodology in attempting to 
rebut Westcott and Hort is also nothing new. The usual Majority Text 
claims (that since the Byzantine text-type far outnumbers the Greek 
manuscripts of the Alexandrian text-type, the Byzantine text-type must be 
closer to the original readings) is the main thrust of their work, evidenced by 
the title of their 1991 work. Therefore, Robinson and Pierpont argue for the 
inclusion of the Pericope Adulterae in its traditional location in the canon, 
based on this theory of a Majority Text.
While the bulk of their work is presented in a very detailed and thorough 
analysis of the manuscript evidence for the New Testament, the theological 
belief that a sovereign God would not have allowed the correct readings to 
be preserved in the text-type that has fewer Greek manuscripts than other 
text-types underlies the entire work. The problem with this is that those 
who do not hold to the same theological persuasion are not so easily 
convinced. It could be argued that Robinson and Pierpont’s argument 
ignores the historical conditions in which local languages replaced Greek in 
most parts of the Roman Empire and that the pair has failed to consider the 
early manuscripts in alternate languages that omit the passage. The result is 
that scholars who do hold the same theological persuasion and especially 
those who advocate for a Majority Text support the work of Robinson and 
Pierpont, while those who do not have the same theological beliefs tend to 
dismiss their work.
Though apparently not dissuaded of this theory, Maurice Robinson has 
also offered additional insights through his individual work, “Preliminary 
Observations regarding the Pericope Adulterae Based upon Fresh Collations
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of nearly All Continuous-Text Manuscripts and All Lectionary Manuscripts 
containing the Passage,” which centers on the on the lectionary system’s 
possible omission of the pericope. This too is nothing new, but Robinson 
claims to have conducted a new, detailed study of the Greek manuscripts 
and lectionaries with and without the pericope. In this study, he suggests 
seven alternate locations for the passage (2000:41-2). Robinson’s argument 
is that the lectionary reading for Pentecost was John 7:37-52, with 8:12 
added on due to the fact that those who developed the lections did not want 
the reading end on the negative note of verse 7:52. At the same time, John 
7:53-8:11 was passed over because it would not be appropriate for a 
Pentecost service, instead being used, or at least portions of it like verses 
8:3-11, in lectionaries for forgiveness services (2000:43, 45). Though some 
suggest that umlaut, dots, and spaces are found in numerous manuscripts 
that omit the text, and that these markings are meant to show that the 
passage is doubtful (cf. Brown, 1966-1970:335-6; Payne, 2000,112)(see the 
excursus 2.1a in Chapter 6), Robinson, on the other hand, claims that these 
markings actually indicated the passage was omitted for the lectionary 
reasons of a Pentecost service (2000:40). Robinson further argues that a 
few manuscripts which provide alternate locations for the Pericope 
Adulterae label the passage as “according to John,” thus demonstrating in a 
“standard lectionary manner” that the source of the passage was known even 
though the passage was dislocated (2000:45). Unfortunately, he does not 
indicate which manuscripts provide this label, leaving this evidence very 
debatable, along with the rest of his theory.
Once again, these fine scholars have offered their work, but much of it 
has fallen on deaf ears in the majority of the scholarly world. Majority Text 
Theories have a tendency to do this, and Robinson’s observations from 
“fresh collations” do not provide much additional insight, especially when 
what may be his strongest piece of evidence, the fact that some manuscripts 
alternate locations for the pericope label the passage as “according to John,” 
is unreferenced and therefore not validated.
It is easily observable that the majority of scholars listed in the latter half 
of this section are all scholars who argue fo r  the inclusion of the Pericope 
Adulterae in the Gospel of John. There have been a few additional scholars 
who have argued against the passage, but due to what has been a near 
consensus opinion that John 7:53-8:11 is not authentic to the Fourth Gospel, 
none has produced a major scholarly work. Additional works were offered 
in reference to the Pericope Adulterae throughout the twentieth century, but 
space does not allow for a discussion of each. Of the additional works, little 
development in the study of the passage has been added. Some additional 
comments and/or insights will be highlighted throughout the following 
chapters, but no further discussion will be offered in this present chapter.
The combined weight of Westcott and Hort in the nineteenth century and 
Metzger in the twentieth century appears to be enough to close the case for 
most. It is only those who favor the inclusion of the pericope who are 
burdened with a detailed defense of the text.
4 .0  Th e  T w e n t y -F i r s t  Ce n t u r y
4.1 J e n n ife r  K n u s t
The same appears to hold true for the twenty-first century. Thus far, 
little has been offered outside of the work of Jennifer Knust and Chris 
Keith.32 Knust has primarily dealt with the later acceptance in the Church 
and its usage in teaching, art, etc. and has been conducting recent research 
with Tommy Wasserman of Lund University.33 In two published works, an 
article entitled “Jesus, and Adulteress, and the Development of Christian 
Scripture” in A Tall Order: Writing Social History o f the Ancient World: 
Essays in Honor o f William V. Harris (Aubert & Varhelyi, 2005) and an 
additional article entitled “Early Christian Re-Writing and the History of the 
Pericope Adulterae,” Knust argues mostly from tradition criticism that (1) 
the Pericope Adulterae was treated authoritatively from an early period 
(2005:59-83) and (2) that the pericope developed a more anti-Semitic tone 
over the course of time (2006:485-536). Knust suggests that the story is 
unlikely to have been included in the earliest copies of the Gospel of John, 
but that it was clearly known by at least a few Christians from the mid- to 
late-second century on (2006:489). Further, she argues that while it is 
impossible to determine when the text was introduced to the Gospel, one can 
observe when interpretive glosses begin to appear. She thus attempts to 
show which stories and traditions helped to shape our current version of the 
pericope. Following Becker (1963), Knust (2006:497 note 38, 534) suggests
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32 There have been several smaller works, papers, etc. that have been offered in the 
twenty-first century, but nothing compares to the work either Knust or Keith. For 
example, a collection of articles have been put forth in Ciphers in the Sand: A 
Woman ’s Plight edited by Kreitzer and Rooke (2000), along with recent articles 
by Zevros (2005) and Wasserman (2002), but no one provides a book-length 
offering. There is also an ever-growing number of online discussion boards and 
web-pages dedicated to the discussion of the Pericope Adulterae, yet few if any 
provide a balanced, comprehensive discussion of the pericope.
33 Knust is currently writing a book on the subject, tentatively entitled Loose 
Women, Loose Texts: A History o f  Jesus and an Adulteress (per conversation 
with Knust in her office at Boston University on 12/16/08). Knust presented a 
paper, “Earth Accuses Earth: Tracing Jesus’ Writing on the Ground,” at the 
2008 Society of Biblical Literature Annual Meeting in Boston, MA with 
Wasserman, and the two are working on publishing their work.
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that some of the pericope’s development can be traced to the apocryphal 
story of Susanna found in Daniel 13 of the LXX, something that was later 
picked up by liturgist and added to the lection for “Santa Susanna” (see 
section 9.0 in Chapter 5). She offers observations that the Didascalia 
(2006:499) and Codex Bezae (2006:525 note 140) make analogies to the 
Susanna story. At the same time, Knust suggests that Bezae, the earliest 
manuscript witness for the Pericope Adulterae, is clearly based on early 
exemplars which are now lost to us but which undoubtedly contained John 
7:53-8:11 (2006:504, 506). It is unclear if Knust believes these early 
exemplars to be New Testament manuscripts or extra-biblical sources.34
Knust also attempts to debunk many of the theories that have been 
offered by the likes of Augustine and Ambrose, theories that claim the 
Church suppressed the story due to what could be misinterpreted as leniency 
on the sin of adultery. Instead, Knust suggests that it is likely that John 
7:53-8:11 was accidentally excluded. She has not offered much proof of 
this theory to date (one hopes that her future work will include this proof), 
but she does cite an example of a work of Cicero that was released by his 
colleagues before Cicero himself had finished it.35 Cicero released a later 
completed work, but the earlier, incomplete work had already gained 
acceptance and the number of copies of this earlier work outnumber the later 
edition. Knust suggests that is quite possible the Pericope Adulterae may 
have suffered a similar fate and that the story was malleable from the 
beginning and continues to be malleable in the hands of modern interpreters 
(2005:536). Though its origin remains unknown, the text has been around 
and has suffered from numerous amendments and alterations, so that it is 
difficult to determine an original text. Nevertheless, according to Knust
34 In a private conversation with Knust on Dec. 12, 2008 she stated that her concern 
was not whether the Pericope Adulterae was Johannine or not, but rather how the 
text has been used. She has not conducted much research on the early history of 
the pericope, instead focusing on its later usage and possible adaptations.
35 In an personal email correspondence, Knust suggested this theory by citing L. D. 
Reynolds and N. G. Wilson (1991:24), who say, “There was no copyright or 
royalty (hence the importance of literary patronage) and private circulation could 
easily pass by degrees into full-scale publication; an author was able to 
incorporate changes into a text he has already published by asking his friends to 
alter their copies, but other copies would remain unaltered. Cicero drastically 
reshaped his Academica when Atticus was in the process of having copies made 
and consoled him for the effort wasted with the promise of a superior version. 
But copies of the first draft were in existence; both ‘editions’ survived, and we 
have a more substantial part of the first than of the second.”
(2005:520), the story was very popular in parts of the Latin West and shows 
up in various liturgy, art, and even New Testament manuscripts.
4.2 C hris K eith
The most recent work on the Pericope Adulterae is that of Chris Keith, 
who first submitted an article entitled “Recent and Previous Research on the 
Pericope Adulterae (John 7.53-8.11)” while a student at the University of 
Edinburgh, followed by his dissertation “Jesus Began to Write: Literacy, 
The Pericope Adulterae, and the Gospel of John,” which was recently 
published by Brill under the title The Pericope Adulterae, the Gospel o f  
John, and the Literacy o f Jesus. The former work is a summary of the most 
recent work conducted on the Pericope Adulterae, as evidenced by the title, 
along with some of Keith’s own observations. He concludes that the 
tradition history needs more attention and that the pericope’s reception 
throughout the Middle Ages and its artistic representation on codex covers 
and paintings needs to be further explored (2008:396), something that Knust 
is likely detailing in her upcoming work. Ultimately, Keith discerns that the 
Pericope Adulterae is not original to the Gospel of John (2009:5).
This conclusion is what Keith picks up upon in his later doctoral work; 
his dissertation is his attempt to provide a theory for the later inclusion of 
the Pericope Adulterae into the Fourth Gospel. Keith asserts that it is not 
important what Jesus wrote on the ground, but the fact that he wrote 
(2009:3), a view that has also been expressed by others.36 His theory is 
based upon the premise that the early Church felt it necessary to 
demonstrate the grapho-literacy of Jesus in order to provide more credibility 
to Jesus’ teachings in the face of pagan criticism of Christianity. Keith’s 
theory suggests that the Pericope Adulterae was inserted in response to the 
statement about Jesus’ illiteracy in John 7:15. This is different than the 
more popular theory that the pericope was inserted to visually demonstrate 
Jesus’ statement of not judging in 7:24 and/or 8:15.37 Jesus’ writing is
54
36 Cf. Ridderbos, 1997:289; Hodges, 1980:45; Baylis, 1989:180; Schneider, 1999:4; 
Hugenberger, 2006.
37 Advocates of this latter theory include Blass (1898:162), Bruce (1983:413), 
Ferguson (1982:280), Grundmann (1959:245), Lincoln (2005:528), Schilling 
(1955:96-7), Sloyan (1988:95), Strachan (1917:204), Temple (1945:132,150), 
and Zahn (1909:346). Keith’s theory appears to be based upon earlier 
suggestions by Edgar Goodspeed (1945:108), who suggested that the pericope 
was added to show that Jesus knew how to write (2008:180), though Keith 
nuances his own theory by connecting the significance of Jesus’ writing with the 
writing of the Decalogue.
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linked to the account of writing of the Decalogue in Exodus 32:15-16 (and 
31:18). Keith suggests that this attempt to connect Jesus with the writing of 
the Decalogue was accomplished by the work of a clever interpolator who 
studied the Gospel of John and was able to weave the Pericope Adulterae 
into the fabric of the Tabernacles Discourse. Keith argues that there are 
several linguistic and contextual ties that demonstrate the attempted 
morphing of the passage into John’s Gospel, but also many differences 
between the pericope and the Gospel that betray the interpolator’s work 
(2009:89). Most notably, Keith observes that John 7:53-8:11 fits the context 
of the Tabernacles Discourse, something which leads him to conclude that 
the presumed interpolator did not haphazardly include the passage, but that 
he carefully worked the passage in between John 7 and 8. Keith’s 
observations run counter to other claims that the passage interrupts the flow 
of these two chapters.38 Likewise, counter to majority opinions, Keith 
suggests that the verbs Katagpafw and gpafw, the former of which is often 
used as evidence of a non-Johannine authorship of the pericope, are actually 
synonymous and link the passage to Exodus’ account of the writing of the 
Decalogue (2009:45).
While Keith does not advocate for a Johannine authorship, he does 
nonetheless provide striking arguments refuting some of the internal 
evidence levied against the Pericope Adulterae. Most notably he highlights 
previous theories of insertion and suggests his own as well. In the process 
of advocating his personal theory of insertion, he attempts to debunk 
additional theories of insertion and the popular theory of a removal of the 
passage for moral reasons, advocated by Ambrose, Augustine, and others. 
Keith concludes that the building blocks with which one must construct a 
theory of insertion are that (1) the story of John 7:53-8:11 was circulating in 
the early Church from at least the early second century, (2) that early 
Christian authors cite the passage as belonging to a Gospel text (not 
necessarily the Gospel of John), (3) that early Christian authors cite the 
pericope as an example of Jesus which Church leadership should emulate in 
regards to various ethical issues including sexual ethics, and (4) that the 
pericope was included in certain manuscripts no later than the middle part of 
the fourth century (2009:205). Ultimately, Keith’s theory follows that of
38 For example: Farrar, 1879:35; Westcott and Hort, 1881:87; Davidson, 1896:514; 
McLachlan, 1912:95; Bernard, 1928:715; Temple, 1945:132; Brown, 1966­
1970:336; Ehrman, 1988:27; Comfort, 1989:145-146; Riesenfeld, 1970:95; 
Schnackenburg, 1980:171; Ross, 1992:155; Yee, 1988:77; Ridderbos, 1997:286; 
Barclay, 1975:257; Burge, 1984:144; O’Day and Hylen, 1989:89; Carson, 
1991:334; Tasker, 1994:110; Köstenberger, 2004:247; Keener, 2003:736; 
Lincoln, 2005:525-527; Staley, 2005:106. See Chapter 4 for discussion.
Goodspeed (Goodspeed, 1942), suggesting that the pericope was added to 
highlight Jesus’ literacy in the face of continued questioning about literacy 
of the early Church. It is fitting that the most recent work on the Pericope 
Adulterae concludes this way, for additional theories for inclusion (and 
omission) will be detailed in the following chapters of the present work.
5 .0  D e v e l o p m e n t  o f  t h e  G o s p e l  o f  J o h n
Before any evidence can be discussed and any subsequent theories can be 
proposed, there are a few issues that must be considered regarding the 
history of reseach with the Fourth Gospel. One of these major issues is the 
development of the Gospel of John itself. While some scholars conclude 
that the Fourth Gospel was written as a single unit by a single author, 
numerous other scholars believe that it developed over time with a single 
redactor, several redactors, or a even an entire community having influence 
of its final form; this is due to what is sometimes perceived as various 
differences in Greek style, breaks/inconsistencies in sequence, and 
repetitiveness in discourses.39 Still, even these advocates of multiple 
authors and/or stages of development insist that their ideas about the 
authorship of Gospel remain theories. For example, Raymond Brown 
(2003:225) claims, “The concept of a redactor who corrects the Evangelist’s 
theology is far from proved.” Likewise van der Watt (2007:12, 94-96) 
suggests that it is very possible that the Evangelist arranged his material not 
so much into a chronological account, but rather a thematic one, thus 
accounting for any perceived breaks/inconsistencies/etc.
The traditional belief, dating back to the early second century, is that the 
apostle John, son of Zebedee, is the author of the Fourth Gospel. 
Authorship is believed to have been first attributed to the apostle by 
Valentinian Gnostics, only later to be confirmed by orthodox witnesses in 
the second century (Sanders, 1943:4, 86). Later orthodox witnesses include 
Ireneaus,40 Eusebius,41 and Theophilus of Antioch; however, from the 
nineteenth century on the validity of these witnesses have been questioned. 
The result is that the traditional view has been largely abandoned. In fact,
56
39 Cf. Quimby, 1947:26-30; Barrett, 1978:4; Johnson, 1999:525; Brown, 2003:40­
41; van der Watt, 2007:93.
40 Ireneaus in Her. 3:1,1 states, “Afterward John, the disciple of the Lord, who also 
reclined on his bosom, published his Gospel while staying at Ephesus in Asia.”
41 Eusebius in Hist. 6:14,1,5,6 states, “But last of all John, perceiving that the 
external facts had been made plain in the Gospel, being urged by his friends, and 
inspired by the Spirit, composed a spiritual Gospel.”
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this view has become so prevalent that A. M. Hunter (1945:50, cited by 
Morris 1981:9) concludes, “For these and other reasons, scarcely a reputable 
scholar in this country nowadays is prepared to affirm that the Fourth 
Gospel was written by John the Apostle.” This statement is not entirely 
accurate, for even though Leon Morris himself admits that he doubts that 
John the Apostle is the author of the Fourth Gospel, on the very same page 
goes on to list reasons for accepting the traditional authorship (Ibid). Some 
go beyond Morris’ reasoning and claim that early Gnostic naming of 
authorship actually proves the authenticity of it. For example, H.P.V. Nunn 
(1946:11) states that “if [the Valentinius Gnostics] could have given any 
good reason for not ascribing it to the apostle John, they would certainly 
have done so, as its teaching was so plainly contradictory to their tenets.” 
His conclusion is that such corroboration from an unsympathetic source 
provides excellent external evidence confirming John the apostle as the 
Fourth Evangelist. Still the debate continues.
In regards to the dating of the Gospel, it has been suggested by Raymond 
Brown (2003:211) that the traditions that underlie the Gospel are dated to 
40-60 A.D., therefore leaving the date for the composition to the period 
before 70 A.D. Scholars vary in their agreement, but it is generally assumed 
that a date of 100-115 A.D. is the absolute latest that the Gospel could have 
been written (van der Watt, 2007:122). Scholars are even more divided in 
what they believe occurred between the passing on the early tradition and 
the writing of the final form of the Fourth Gospel. Much like discussions 
regarding the Pericope Adulterae itself, the authorship and dating may be 
something that is never fully settled, even if a majority does favor one of the 
positions.
Among many of those who do not adhere to the traditional view of 
authorship is the belief that the Gospel of John is a sequence of successive 
redactions (Barrett, 1955:4), though the number of redactions remains in 
dispute. Ideas about this development range from theories about multiple 
sources used to piece together the Fourth Gospel to theories suggesting 
multiple editions of the Gospel to purely accidental displacement of 
verses/sections of the Gospel text. These major theories will be surveyed 
below, while the pros and cons of each will be highlighted in the subsequent 
chapters. Of course, the real issue at hand is not the specific author of the 
Fourth Gospel, but rather the author of the Pericope Adulterae and this 
author may or may not be the same person(s) who penned the full Gospel of 
John. The present work will remain open to a wide range of possibilities of 
authorship in order to propose a full range of possible theories about the 
origin of John 7:53-8:11. Due to the stated purpose of this work, no 
suggestions regarding the authorship, dating, or any other issues relating to 
the origin of the Gospel of John itself will be offered at the present time.
5.1 Source  T heories
5.1.1 Rudolph Bultmann
In regard to theories of multiple sources, there is no generally accepted 
method for identifying the sources in a text, and consequently no consensus 
in regard to development of the Gospel. There are, however, two major 
theories have been proposed in the twentieth century, along with numerous 
variations. The first of these major theories is that of Rudolph Bultmann, 
whose theory is most likely the more influential of the two, or at the very 
least the most widely known (Brown, 2003:47). His theory was first 
proposed in his 1971 commentary Evangelium nach Johannes. Bultmann 
believes that the author of the Gospel was a former Gnostic disciple of John 
the Baptist who converted to Christianity and used three earlier written 
sources to compose: a signs source, a passion source, and a 
sayings/discourse source, weaving the three into one narrative with his own 
thoughts (1971:11ff). Bultmann distinguishes between sources based on 
literary breaks and/or inconsistencies in the text as well as variances in style 
and theology. For example, he suggests that the original Evangelist wrote in 
favor of a realized eschatology, and therefore, he identifies references to 
future eschatology as the work of a later redactor (van der Watt, 2007:98). 
Bultmann believes that the Evangelist attempted to rework former Gnostic 
teachings into the events of Jesus’ life, and that this too shows 
inconsistencies in the Gospel. Beyond this Bultmann suggests that because 
much of this original work of this Evangelist became disorganized and 
jumbled up (perhaps following his death) that a later redactor by necessity 
attempted to restore the Gospel text. This redactor is said to have 
rearranged and reworded much of the Gospel while also removing any 
Gnostic elements of the text that the original Evangelist had been unable to 
do, thus providing a more orthodox feel (1971:563ff) Of course, this is 
something that he fails to fully demonstrate.
According to Bultmann, this redactor did not entirely succeed with either 
task, for the Gospel of John still has many displacements, which Bultmann 
himself sought to correct. He is likely best known for this attempt to correct 
the order of the Gospel by rearranging it to make more sense. It has been 
argued that Bultmann’s rearranging makes most sense to Bultmann but not 
to others (Brown, 1966-1970:236; Moody, 2001:348).
In all, Bultmann’s argument is convincing at some points, but is 
unconvincing on others and altogether difficult to prove. His theory is 
likewise difficult to disprove, at least on the basis of comparing the 
grammar, syntax, and vocabulary of the Gospel (Grant, 1963:158), as will be 
evidenced in later chapters. Nevertheless, Brown (2003:50) has accused 
him of using circular reasoning to prove his case for a redactor. Similarly, 
Dodd (1953b) has provided sufficient grounds for connecting the discourses
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with the signs, demonstrating that the Jesus’ teaching follows the signs in 
order to interpret them for his audiences; Dodd (1976) has also linked the 
Johannine sayings of Jesus to primitive tradition similar that of the Synoptic 
Gospels. Schnelle (1992:150-164) objects to any evidence of a “signs 
source.” Culpepper (1988:49; with Black, 1996:241) highlights the fact that 
the current form of the Gospel of John is the only text that we are certain 
ever existed, and therefore that it is difficult to accept Bultmann’s views; he 
likewise comments that Bultmann’s ordering of the Gospel may have been 
heavily influenced by Bultmann’s own theology rather than direct evidence 
in the Gospel itself. The Alands (1989:297) further suggest that this current 
form of the Gospel with chapter 21 argues against Bultmann’s theory. 
Though not everyone uses this against Bultmann’s theory, several scholars 
remind us of this fact that the Gospel with chapter 21 attached is the only 
form of the Gospel that is known to exist to date.42 Brodie (1993:15) 
comments that the manuscripts are “unanimous in presenting the entire 
Gospel in its present form,” including chapter 21. Ultimately, it must be 
admitted that verifying these three sources that Bultmann suggests is 
difficult, if not impossible. There are no known, convincing parallels to 
these sources in pre-Christian antiquity, nor are there any even in various 
Gnostic sources; further, many of the Gnostic sources Bultmann suggests 
are much later than the Gospel of John itself (Brown, 2003:52). While 
Bultmann’s theory has neither been entirely proven or debunked, it does 
remain shrouded with questions.
5.1.2 Robert Fortna
Robert Fortna would later attempt to answer some of these questions that 
Bultmann’s theory leaves us with, providing the second major source theory 
of the twentieth century. In his work, The Fourth Gospel and Its 
Predecessor (1988), Fortna seeks to link the passion narrative source to the 
signs source in what he calls the “Signs Gospel.” This “Signs Gospel” goes 
further than Bultmann’s theory of sources, for Fortna believes this source to 
be a fully composed “Gospel” intended to highlight the Messianic nature of 
the Jesus for the Jews (1988:206). He suggests a two-stage theory for the 
development of the Gospel, first a basic source document, the 
aforementioned “Signs Gospel,” and secondly additional oral tradition 
followed by a later redactor, who Fortna considers to be the actual Fourth 
Evangelist. He claims that this redactor added all of the discourse material 
which can be evidenced by inconsistencies, intrusions, and contradictions
42 Lightfoot, 1983:8; Culpepper, 1983:49; Culpepper and Black, 1996:241; Brown, 
2003:63, 86, 111, 308.
that were created by the later addition of this material. Fortna thus 
methodically attempts to discern not only which verses and portions of 
verses were from which source, but also to suggest particular theologies that 
each stage was attempting to put forth.
At the same time, Fortna admits that “pre-Johannine sources are 
hypothetical” (1988:6). Therefore, according to Fortna, one must reconstruct 
the text of the current Fourth Gospel looking for evidence of such sources 
buried in the text, but with apparent caution. It is no surprise that his work 
has come under criticism, some of it quite sharp, most notably from 
Barnabas Lindars (1971:27-42) and D.A. Carson (1975:411-429). Likewise, 
J. Louis Martyn (2003) finds Fortna’s theory “un-compelling” (Ashton, 
1997:99ff). Interestingly, Bultmann’s theory, though not proven in and of 
itself, would disprove Fortna’s, for various redactions of the text that caused 
rearrangement could create all the tension and varying stylisms that Fortna 
uses to theorize about multiple sources (Brown, 2003:61). Even those who 
suggest possible theories, such as Ward (1959:138), note that “it is 
dangerous to speculate too much behind the existing Gospels.” At the very 
least, some of the awkwardness of the Gospel could have been presented in 
the original source document and not created by a later redactor. Based on 
hypothetical pre-Johannine sources and theorizing which portion of a verse 
comes from which source is unreasonably difficult to decipher. Attempts to 
find “seams” in the Gospel and the sources that underlie these transitions 
and gaps may perhaps even be a misunderstanding of how the Gospel itself 
was composed and intended to be used (Anderson, 2001). Without any 
known sources, this theory cannot be easily validated, and thus there seems 
to be little hard evidence to support Fortna’s theory. It remains a 
questionable theory, though Fortna still proves to be influential in some 
circles, and therefore his theory must remain a possibility.
5.1.3 Additional Source Theories
Of course, this is not the end of Source Theories. Macgregor and Morton 
(1961) both suggested Source Theories approximately a decade earlier than 
Bultmann. Similarly, Becker (1963), Boismard (1957), Dunderberg (1994), 
Heekerens (1984), Nicol (1972), Schnackenburg (1982), Teeple (1974), and 
von Wahlde (1995), among others, have all suggested various theories, 
perhaps without as much fanfare as Bultmann and Fortna. Among these 
scholar that is no unanimity regarding these sources.43 Brown (2003:55-56) 
demonstrates the lack of solidarity in such views in his Introduction to the
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43 For a good summary of the development of such source theories see Kysar’s 
Voyages in John (2005:61-65).
The Pericope Adulterae: Theories o f Insertion & Omission 61
Fourth Gospel, further highlighting the fact that such ideas can be difficult 
theories to work with. Still Source Theories do raise further questions about 
the development of the Gospel which need to be answered.
5.2 M u ltip le  E d itio n  a n d /o r  E d ito r ia l T heories
In addition to Source Theories, further theories have been proposed to 
explain the development of the Gospel and to answer some of the 
awkwardness presented in the text. Theories of multiple editions often 
overlap with the previously discussed Source Theories, but these Multiple 
Edition Theories do not attempt to answer questions about the text based on 
pre-Gospel sources. Rather these theories pin all of the suggested 
repetitions, contradictions, and sudden turns on a later redactor or redactors 
who edited and re-issued the Gospel text (Brown, 2003:40-41). Once again, 
there is no general agreement as to how many editions of the Gospel existed, 
but a minimum of two is suggested, one from the original Evangelist and 
one from a later writer who is often associated with the Johannine Epistles. 
It is normally assumed that any editing of the Gospel must have occurred 
early (Aland and Aland, 1989:297). Proponents of this theory include 
Dunderberg (1994), E. Schwartz (1907), von Wahlde (1995), J. Wellhausen 
(1987), H.H. Wendt (1886), and W. Wilkens (1958), but it is not until 
Boismard and Lamouille that the most substantial work is offered.
Boismard and Lamouille (1977:2:16ff) suggest that the original Gospel 
of John was penned in Aramaic around 50 A.D. by the Beloved Disciple, 
who was most likely John of Zebedee or Lazarus. This original Gospel was 
closely related to the Synoptics with some Samaritan influence. According 
to Boismard and Lamouille, the first revision of the Gospel occurred in 60­
65 A.D. by the Jewish presbyter named John and was also written in 
Aramaic. It was this first redactor who introduced hostility towards “the 
Jews” (oi. ’Iouöaioi) into the text. The pair’s third suggested edition was 
written in Greek nearly thirty years later by the same presbyter, only this 
time in the different location of Ephesus. This revision by the redactor is 
said to be after he had written the Johannine Epistles and was an attempt to 
modify the Gospel’s geography and timeline. The final edition occurred in 
the second century by an unknown Jewish Christian who added duplications 
from earlier editions as well as the Epistles, and this final redactor is said to 
have also rearranged chapters, stressed final judgment, and clarified certain 
theological issues (1977:2:69-70).
Boismard and Lamouille’s theory is extremely elaborate, but appealing 
for obvious reasons. It does account for the varying Greek styles and breaks 
in sequences. It can account for variations of vocabulary and repetitions. At 
the same time, because it is so complex, the theory is quite difficult to prove, 
and it is also not without faults. The probability of the pair being able to
decipher and comment on four editions in such detail is not high. This is 
something that did not dissuade Boismard and Lamouille from attempting to 
do so, however. Similarly, there is no manuscript evidence for these earlier 
editions, especially two Aramaic versions. In fact, we have no version of 
the Gospel of John other than that which we have today, as noted above 
(Culpepper, 1988:49).44 Brown (2003:111) agrees, stating that the current 
form of the Gospel “is the only form that we are certain has ever existed.” 
Still the editorial work of a later redactor(s) remains a possibility and 
various nuances of this idea are still suggested in modern research.
5.3 A c c id e n ta l D isp la ce m en t T h eories
Due to the fact there is no evidence of any version of the Gospel of John 
other than that which we have today, additional theories of accidental 
displacement have been suggested. These theories posit that the Gospel was 
not deliberately rearranged by a redactor, but instead was somehow 
confused at an earlier period when the original order was destroyed 
sometime after the Evangelist’s death. These theories do leave room for 
later redactors and editions, but they modify these theories suggesting that 
later redactors were simply trying to restore the Gospel to its original form 
rather than reworking or rewriting the text with their own theologies and/or 
purposes. There are varying degrees of this theory, and once again these 
theories of accidental displacement overlap with other theories. For 
example, Bultmann (1971) who was a strong proponent of a Source Theory 
also adheres to a theory of displacement. These theories are possible, but 
once again impossible to prove and may create more problems than they 
solve (Brown, 2003:42-46). Given the fact that many find that the Gospel 
makes sense as it is currently found (van der Watt, 2007:96, 103), these 
theories may also be unnecessary; however, because of remaining questions 
about some of the oddities within the Fourth Gospel, they remain part of the 
conversation.
5 .4  T he J o h a n n in e  C om m u n ity
Another theory that finds some support, due to perhaps its most visible 
proponent, Raymond Brown, is that of the Johannine Community. This type 
of theory differs from those previously mentioned in that it does not 
necessarily suggest dislocations of Gospel material, but rather proposes that 
a small tight-knit community of believers shaped and developed the 
traditions about Jesus that would later be fashioned into a Gospel
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manuscript. This community would also interject its own life experiences 
and theology into the text. According to this the theory, the Gospel of John 
is somewhat like a living text that is continually reworked and reshaped as 
the community grows and lives out issues relating to their theology.
5.4.1 J. Louis Martyn
Martyn is arguably the most ardent proponent (not necessarily the most 
widely-known) of a Johannine Community. The 1968 edition of History 
and Theology in the Fourth Gospel served as the launching point for 
discussions of such a community. Martyn suggests a detailed history of how 
the community developed and grew its own Christology following the 
clashes that it had with the synagogues and its leaders. His theory includes 
three stages of development: a first stage which was a time of Messianic 
hope and included many messages aimed at proving that the Jesus what 
Israel’s Messiah, a second stage that was filled with traumatic events such a 
persecution and expulsion from synagogue worship, and a third stage where 
the ostracized community began to address the undercover Christians who 
had remained in the synagogues in order to avoid persecution (2003:46-66). 
These stages of development played out in the Gospel’s development and 
provided many different literary forms and subjects.
Much of Martyn’s theory of a Johannine Community is based off his 
presumption of a conflict between Johannine Christians and the Jewish 
authorities. This hinges upon references to being put out of the synagogue 
in John 9:22, 12:42, and 16:2. Though these references are about 
individuals in the Gospel narrative, Martyn (2003:63) understands them to 
reflect an underlying conflict between the Johannine Christians and the Jews 
that occurred around the time of The Eighteen Benedictions of Rabbi 
Gamaliel II. Martyn’s theory thus suggests that the events detailed from the 
life of Jesus of Nazareth reflect later situations of the Johannine Community 
that were integrated into the text, including the synagogue conflict but also 
ideas of Samaritan inclusion and a high Christology.
5.4.2 Georg Richter
In 1976, Ritcher proposed community involvement in the Gospel of John, 
but unlike Martyn he argues not just for a single community, but rather four 
communities that helped to shape the Gospel (1976:294-315). The four 
communities are what he calls the Mosaic-prophet Christians, the Son-of- 
God Christians, the Docetist Christians, and the Revisionist Christians. The 
Mosaic-prophet Christians contributed the hostility towards the Jews, 
because they were the ones who had been expelled from the synagogues, at 
least in Northern Palestine. The Son-of-God Christians, on the other hand, 
brought a high Christology to the Fourth Gospel. This group had conflict
with the formerly mentioned group due to this new Christology and ended 
up rewriting portions of the Gospel. Within this group of Son-of-God 
Christians, a few members began to doubt the reality of Jesus’ earthly body 
and began to suggest that Jesus’ earthly appearance may have been an 
illusion. This is the group that Ricther calls Docetist Christians. This group 
did not rewrite any portions of the Gospel, but they did suggest new 
interpretations. The final group, the Revisionist Christians, included a 
redactor who made additions to the Gospel and wrote 1 John in an effort to 
prove the reality of Jesus’ earthly body in response to the Docetist 
Christians’ propositions. One might refer to this group as anti-Docetist 
Christians.
5.4.3 Wolfgang Langbrandtner
Wolfgang Langbrandtner (1977) offered a similar theory to his 
counterparts, but he added the additional influence of Gnosticism to his 
theory. His theory also includes a two-edition theory, with the first edition 
being composed around 80 A.D. and a revised copy penned around 100 A.D. 
The first edition, according to Langbrandtner, was extremely Gnostic and 
dualistic, and the later edition was modified to correct the Gnostic errors. 
He claims that the redactor who worked on the second edition added the 
Beloved Disciple to the Gospel in order to add some historical weight to his 
revisions. The Johannine Epistles would later come from this redactor who 
had gained a foothold in the community’s life.
5.4.4 Oscar Cullmann
Another scholar who wrote extensively on the idea of a Johannine 
Community was Oscar Cullmann. Cullmann (1976) does not attempt to 
propose stages of development, but he does highlight different groups who 
contributed to the development of the Gospel of John. These groups 
included the marginal, heterodox Jews and those who were identical to the 
Hellenists in Acts 6, along with those from more orthodox Jewish and 
Gnostic backgrounds. The merging of these various worlds is the Beloved 
Disciple, who Cullmann considers to be the original Evangelist. It was this 
person produced a Gospel melding varying theologies and worldviews from 
these groups.
5.4.5 Raymond Brown
Brown is probably the most well-known proponent of theories of a 
Johannine Community, holding a position that is somewhere between the 
previously mentioned theories of Martyn and Richter, perhaps closest to 
Cullmann’s. In Brown’s original commentary (1979) on the Gospel of John 
he first proposed a five-stage development of the Fourth Gospel; by the end
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of his life he had modified this into a three-stage theory (2003:Introduction); 
the two theories are different in number but nearly identical in form. In the 
first period of this three-stage development, Brown claims that “raw Jesus 
material” was preserved in the memories of Jesus’ disciples. In the case of 
the Gospel of John this was predominantly by the Beloved Disciple, who 
Brown claims was a former disciple of John the Baptist. This Beloved 
Disciple preserved and interpreted the sayings of Jesus in a different fashion 
than the Synoptic Gospels and/or sources for these Gospels did (2003:66).
The second stage of development included the decades between Jesus’ 
life and death and the actual writing of the Gospel text. Over these decades, 
those associated with the Beloved Disciple formed a close community that 
drifted further away from Judaism as they grew closer to one another. 
Brown believes that Samaritan influence was also acquired during this time. 
Because of the acceptance of Samaritans into the community and the 
alienation experienced from Jewish expulsion from the synagogues, this 
group became slightly hostile towards “the Jews” and developed a strong 
legal tone in their Jesus material. There was no formal writing of the 
Gospel material during this period.
Brown finally suggests that it was during the third and final stage of 
development that the actual writing of the Gospel occurred. This writing 
had two parts to it, the first of which was the writing of the Gospel by the 
Evangelist and the second was the redactional stage where another writer 
made some additions to the text. This is close to a multiple edition theory, 
but Brown does not consider his theory to be such. Brown believes that the 
Beloved Disciple was actual deceased at the time of the writing of the 
Gospel, and that the writing of the Gospel itself was done in community as 
different portions were assigned to different community members. The 
second portion of this third stage included the work of a redactor who was a 
fellow disciple of the Beloved Disciple along with the Evangelist (or 
Evangelists). This redactor made additions to the Gospel in order to 
preserve remaining Jesus material that had not been included in the original 
composition, though he did not attempt to correct anything. His original 
theory included two editions; his latter theory does as well, but it is 
reclassified.
Brown’s theory and those similar to his do provide explanations for 
many of the complexities of the Gospel. Such theories also leave many 
questions and are based on assumptions that cannot be proven. It is difficult 
to determine what particular piece of work comes from what particular 
person, the Evangelist(s) or the redactor(s), or of what particular community 
or grouping within the larger community. Added to this is the fact that a 
Johannine Community remains only a theory. Richard Bauckham (1988) 
has argued for a wider audience of the Fourth Gospel rather a single isolated
community, thereby casting some doubt on the existence of such a 
community. Still the influence of a Johannine community remains a 
possibility, and will thus factor into later discussions. At the very least one 
can allow for the possibility that the events that are said to have influenced a 
community may have in fact been events that influenced the individual(s) 
who composed the Fourth Gospel; however, one must be careful to assume 
too much. In moving forward, the present work will remain open to all 
possibilities of Gospel authorship, source, and influence, while at the same 
time following the advice of Culpepper, Brown, and others in working with 
the Gospel as it stands.
6.0  S u m m a r y  o f  t h e  H is t o r y
The history of research regarding the Pericope Adulterae is quite 
interesting. What began as a virtually unquestioned passage would soon 
become questioned, then doubted, and ultimately rejected as an 
interpolation. Beginning with the developments in modern textual criticism 
by Lachmann, Tregelles, Davidson, and Tischendorf, among others, the 
status of the twelve verses would forever be changed. This was largely due 
to a movement away from Textus Receptus and the newfound emphasis 
placed on Alexandrian manuscripts like Sinaiticus and Vaticanus. This 
remained a minority position until the pioneering work of Westcott and 
Hort, who formalized the newly-developed methods of textual criticism. 
Periods of rebuttal against these new methods would follow. Scrivener 
argued against this methodology in general, but it was some like Nolan and 
Burgon in the nineteenth century, as well as von Soden, Fuller, Pickering 
Hodges and Farstad in the twentieth century, who would all argue against 
the theory with the Pericope Adulterae particularly in mind. These rebuttals 
have not proven to be very formidable, largely due to the fact that many of 
the claims against the textual criticism have largely been based upon 
Majority Text Theories. This is evidenced by the views found in the 
twentieth century in support of the Westcott-Hort method from the likes of 
Metzger, Ehrman, etc.
Others, however, have attempted to argue for the inclusion of John 7:53­
8:11 in the Gospel of John based on other factors. The aforementioned 
Hodges, as well as Alan Johnson have argued largely using internal 
evidence. Maurice Robinson has done so likewise in regards to lectionary 
Text Theories. These theories have provided many interesting observations 
and have raised new questions, but they have also failed to turn the tide of 
majority opinion. Various other theories such as Source Theories, Multiple 
Edition Theories, Accidental Displacement Theories, and numerous other 
theories relating to the Johannine Community have also developed 
throughout the twentieth century. Each has had something to say regarding
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John 7:53-8:11, but no theory appears to be conclusive at the present. 
Finally, the majority of work in the twenty-first century has revolved around 
suggesting how the pericope was interpolated (cf. Keith, 2009) or on 
detailing the later developments of the passage (cf. Knust 2005, 2006). 
Neither has proven to be conclusive to date. The history of research for the 
Pericope Adulterae is interesting and quite involved, yet it leaves little 
definitive evidence and numerous unanswered questions regarding the origin 
of John 7:53-8:11. It is with such an understanding that the hypothesis of 
this work is now tested.
C h a p te r  3 : T ra n s la tio n , E xegesis, a n d  P re lim in a ry  O b se rv a tio n s
1 .0  In t r o d u c t io n  t o  t h e  P r e s e n t  W o r k
The summary of work concerning the Pericope Adulterae presented in 
the previous chapter now leads to a few initial observations regarding the 
text. The exceptionally fine work of scholars that have preceded the present 
discussion and the work of those who continue to this day is something to be 
respected; however, too often it appears that certain conclusions have been 
drawn up without full exploration into various subtleties. For instance, the 
suggested force of the external evidence against the pericope leads various 
commentators and scholars to forego lengthy discussions of the internal 
evidence. As noted in Chapter 1, many commentaries relegate the discussion 
of the passage to the appendices, or worse ignore the pericope outright. 
Even if the Pericope Adulterae is discussed within the regular flow of 
commentary, the treatment of these verses offered pales in comparison with 
that of the rest of the Fourth Gospel, with much of the space reserved for 
standard lists of manuscripts that the pericope is absent from, comments 
about the silence of Church Fathers, and perhaps a few comments about the 
style, syntax, and/or vocabulary being non-Johannine. The present work is 
an attempt to address all of the internal evidence in harmony with the 
external. In order to do so, the first step is to agree upon the proper form of 
the text, its translation, and its interpretation. This begins with the Greek 
text, followed by an initial translation of John 7:53-8:11.
2 .0  Th e  G r e e k  Te x t  o f  t h e  P e r ic o p e  A d u l t e r a e
It is rather difficult to attempt to present the original Greek text of the 
Pericope Adulterae given the numerous variants that these twelve verses 
display. There are at least eighty variants in only a total of 183 words found 
in the pericope (Willker, 2005:21).45 While, many of these appear to be the 
work of later copyists who continued to add to and/or embellish the story 
over time (Bruce, 1979:416; Knust 2006:491; Omanson, 2006:184), others 
are more uncertain in nature. Diagram 1.0 provides a demonstration of the 
variants contained within John 7:53-8:11. This diagram is based upon the 
work of Reuben Swanson who list variants compared against Codex
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Vaticanus (B), which ironically does not include the Pericope Adulterae (see 
section 2.4 in Chapter 6).46
______ _________________________ D ia g ra m  1.0____________________________
Verse Variant from Codex Vaticanus (B) Manuscript(s) with Variant
7:53 verb tense of popeuomai E, F, G, H, K, S, Y, n , a, 2, 579, t
7:53 apepcomai instead of popeuomai U, L, 69, 118, 124, 700, 788, 1346, f13
7:53 topon instead of iôia f1
7:53 ta  iôia instead of oikon 69
8:1 kai replacing ôe/word order U, G, L, 69, 118, 124, 700, 788, 1346, f13
8:1 definite article added to Irpouç U, r ,  69, 118, 124, 788, 1346
8:1 verb tense of epopeuomai S, a ,  28
8:1 monoj added at end of verse r
8:2 kai ote replacing ôe/word order r
8:2 kai replacing ôe 1071
8:2 ßaGeoj added following palin U, 118, 700
8:2 verb tense of papaginomai D
8:2 epcomai replacing papaginomai U, A, f13, [w], 118, 700
8:2 ocloj replacing laoç G, S, L, a ,  28, 700
8:2 laoç omitted r
8:2 kai paj laoç omitted f13, [w]
8:2 ppoj auton omitted E, H, K, P, 2, 579
46 It should be noted that the text of Vaticanus is not necessarily the standard by 
which Greek texts should be judged, but due to the extreme regard for this 
manuscript and for the sake of a sufficient visual demonstration against a well- 
known manuscript, Vaticanus has been chosen for use.
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8:2
agouoin added following ppoj auton 
instead of hpceto U, G
8:3
kai replacing ôe/word order/ 
ppoohnegkan instead of agouoin f13
8:3 feouoin instead of agouoin 2
8:3 apciepeij instead of gpammateij f1
8:3
ppoj auton added following oi 
Fapioaioi
E, F, G, H, K, M, S, Y, P, a ,  2, 28, 579, f1, 
[uw], t
8:3 amaptia replacing moiceia 1071
8:3
amaptanw/amaptia replacing 
moiceia/word order D, [w]
8:3 en replacing epi E, G, H, K, P, 2, 579, t
8:3 verb tense of katalamßanw D, E, G, H, K, P, 2, 579, 1071, A
8:3
omission of prefix kata for 
katalamßanw 1071
8:3 emmeow replacing meow a , 1071
8:3 definite article added meow 69, 118, 124, 700, 788, 1346, A
8:4 verb tense of iegw U, A, f13, [w], 118, 700, 1346
8:4 participle peipaZontej added E, F, G, H, K, S, Y, n , a ,  2*, 579, 1346
8:4
ekpeipaZontej auton oi apXiepeij Ina 
ecwoin katrgopeian autou added D
8:4
ekpeipaZontej auton oi iepeij Ina 
ecwoin katrgopein. autou added 1071
8:4 word order of au tr h gunr M
8:4 tautrn  instead of autn h gunh U, 188, 700
8:4 tautn instead of autn 28
8:4
variation of lamßanw instead of
katalamßanw M, S, A, a ,  [w], f13, 28, 69, 124, 1346
8:4 eupiokw instead of katalamßanw U, 188, 700
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8:4 verb tense of autofwpw 69, 124, 1346
8:4 autw tw fonw instead of autofwpw f13
8:4 verb tense of moiceuomenr U, 188, 700
8:5
word order of en ôe tw nomw hmin 
Mwuohj eneteilato D, K, M, U, n , 700, 1071
8:5 omission of rmin following nomw H, U, 579, 700, [w]
8:5 variation of the pronoun hmin S, 28, 1071, 1346
8:5 variation of Mwuohj
E, G, H, S, U, 2, 28, 579, 700, 1346, A, t, f1, 
f13
8:5
keleuw/epeggeilato/ôiakeleuw instead of 
eneteilato D, 579, 1071
8:5 liGoßoiew instead of liöaCw E, G, H, K, 2, 579, P, t
8:5 ôe nun replacing oun D, 579, t
8:5 ôe Replacing oun [w]
8:5 oun omitted 1071
8:5 pepi authj added following t i  legeij M, S, U, A, a ,  f13, 28, 700, [w]
8:6 verb tense of legw S, a ,  28
8:6 prefix ek added to the verb peipaZw S, a
8:6 verb tense of ecw a
8:6 eupiokw instead of ecw f1
8:6 verb tense of katrgopew 579
8:6
verb tense of katrgopew/ addition of 
preposition kata S, U, a ,  Smg, A, 28, 118, f13
8:6 ouk eghpetai added following autou Smg
8:6 verb tense of kuptw 1071
8:6 omission of o ÿ a j  tw ôaktuiw n
8:6 omission of tw ôaktuiw kategpafen A
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8:6
omission of the prefix kata for 
kategpafen K, U, 28, 118, A, t, f1, f13
8:6
addition of mh ppoopoioumenoj following 
eij thn ghn E, F, G, H, K, S, Y, a ,  2*, 579, 1346
8:7
addition of the prefix ep to the participle
epwtwntej M, S, a ,  28, 118, 700, f1
8:7
addition of the prefix ana to the 
participle epwtwntej 1071
8:7 omission of auton following epwtwntej D, [w], 1071
8:7
word order of kai anakuptw /verb tense 
of anakuptw 2*, 2c
8:7 anaßlepw instead of anakuptw U, A, f13
8:7 omission of kai following anakuptw
E, F, G, H, K, S, Y, 118, 579, 700, 1346, A,
a ,  t, f13
8:7 omission of autoij following eipen M, [w]
8:7 ppoj autouj instead of autoij E, F, G, H, S, K, Y, a ,  2, 579, t
8:7 variation of the pronoun uiin 579
8:7 variation in gender of ppwtoj E, F, G, H, S, Y, a ,  579, 1346
8:7 word order of ep’ authn ßaietw liGon
E, F, G, H, K, M, S, U, Y, a ,  A, t, f13, 1, 2, 
28, 118, 579, 700, 1346, 1582, [w]
8:7 variation of the demonstrative authn S, a ,  t, 2, 579
8:7 verb tense ßallw E, F, G, H, K, S, Y, a ,  28, 579
8:8 omission of prefix kata for katakuyaj H
8:8
omission of prefix kata instead of
katakuyaj
E, F, G, K, S, U, Y, a ,  A, t, f13, 2, 28, 118, 
579, 700, 1582, [w]
8:8
addition of tw ôaktuiw following 
katakuyaj D, 1071, [w]
8:8 addition of prefix kata for egpafen D, 28, 1071
8:8
addition of ekaotou autwn ta j  amaptiaj 
following eij thn ghn U, 700
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8:9 kai instead of oi ôe akouoantej A, f13
8:9
word order o r  ôe akouoantej/omission 
of definite article oi f1
8:9
ekaotoj ôe twn Iouôaiwn instead of oi
ôe akouoantej D ,1071
8:9
addition of kai upo th j ouneiôroewj 
eiegcomenoi following oi ôe akouoantej
E, F, G, K, S, Y, a ,  A, t, f13, 2, 118, 579, 
1582,[w]
8:9 verb tense of epcomai D, 1071, A, f13
8:9
anacwpew instead of epcomai/word order
of anacwpew eij kaG eij M
8:9
omission of eij kaG eij following 
epcomai D ,1071
8:9 verb number of apxamenoi E*
8:9
omission of ppeoßutepwn following apo 
twn 13*
8:9
addition of wote pantaj eXelGein 
following apo twn ppeoßutepwn D ,1071
8:9
addition of ewj twn eocatwn following 
apo twn ppeoßutepwn U, a ,  A, t, 13*, 13c, 28, 69, 118, 700, 1346
8:9
addition of ’Irpouj following kai
kateleifGr U, 700
8:9
addition of monoj following kai
kateleifGr 13*, 13c, 69, 1346, t
8:9 addition of o ’ Iroouj following monoj
E, F, G, H, K, M, S, Y, a ,  A, t, f13, 2, 28, 
118, 579, 1346, [w]
8:9 emmeow instead of en meow 1071, 1346
8:9 eotwma instead of ouoa f1, t
8:10 anaßieyaj instead of a n a o fa j 700, 1346, A, f13
8:10 oun instead of ôe 28
8:10
addition of kai mrôena following o
’Iroouj E, F, G, H, K, S, Y, a ,  2, 579, 1346, t
8:10 eiôen autrn following o ’Iroouj U, A, 118, 700, f13
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8:10
addition of Geaoamenoj p lrn  t r j  
gunaikoj following o ’Iroouj E, F (with lacuna), G, H, K, 2, 579, 1346, t
8:10 addition of kai following o ’Iroouj U, A, 118, 124, 700, f13
8:10 epen t r  gunaikei instead of autr D, 1071, [w]
8:10 omission of runai B, D, 1071, [w], E, G, K, 2, 579
8:10 'H  gunr instead of runai T
8:10 omission of au tr following eipen U, A, 118, 124, 700, f13
8:10 omission of pou eioin 118
8:10
addition of ekeinoioi katrngopoi oou 
following pou eioin E, F, G, K, 2, 579, 1346, t
8:10
addition of oi katrngopoi oou following 
pou eioin H, U, a ,  f13, 28, 700
8:10 verb tense of katekpinen 788*
8:11 kakeinr instead of r  ôe D, 579, 107, [uw]
8:11 addition of autw following eipen D, 59, [uw]
8:11
omission of ôe/word order of ôe o 
’Iroouj/addition of autr 788*, 788c
8:11
word order of ôe o ’Iroouj/addition of
autr A, 124
8:11 addition of autr U, 118, 700, t
8:11 omission of o ’ Iroouj D, 579, [uw]
8:11
kai instead of ôe/word order of ôe o
’Iroouj 1071
8:11 variation of the pronoun ou f1
8:11 verb tense of katekpinen D
8:11 omission of prefix kata for katekpinen E, F, G, H, K, S, Y, a ,  579
8:11 participle form of popeuomai f13
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8:11 upagw instead of popeuomai D
8:11 popeßou instead of popeuomai 579
8:11 omission of kai D, [uw]
8:11 omission of apo tou nun E, F, G, H, K, S, Y, n , 2, 28, 579, A, t
8:11 omission of kai apo tou nun 69, 124, 788, 1346, f13
8:11 word order of kai apo tou nun 118
The present work will work with the standard form of the text, leaving 
room for variances that will be highlighted in the translation section below. 
The following is the Greek text of John 7:53-8:11 based upon the Nestle- 
Aland Novum Testamentum Graece 27th edition and the United Bible 
Societies’ Greek New Testament 4th edition (Revised), which will be the 
basis for the working translation and exegesis below.47
47 It must be remembered that both Greek texts are hypotheses of the New 
Testament text (Aland and Aland, 1989:33). What makes the discussion more 
problematic is the fact that the earliest witness for the inclusion of the Pericope 
Adulterae, Codex Bezae (D), varies somewhat significantly from the later 
versions of the story. The text of Codex Bezae reads as (variants have been 
underlined): Kai epopeu9r|aan ekaotoj eij ton oikon autou, ’Iroouj ô'e 
êpopeu9ï| eij to opoj twn elaiun. "Op9pou ôe paiin  papeginetai eij to iepon
kai paj o lao j hpceto ppoj auton _____________________. "Agouoin ô'e oi
gpammateij kai oi Fapioaioi epi gimptia gunaika eilrmuenrin kai othoantej 
authn en meow Aigouoin autW ekpeipaZontej auton oi iepiej ina ecwoin 
katrgopian autou’ ôiôaokale, au tr h gunh k a te ilrp ta i ep’ autofwpw
moiceuomenr Mwuorj ôe en tw nomw ______  ekeieuoen ta j  toiautaj
1i9aCein. ou ôe nun t i  Aigeij; _________________________________________. o
ôe ’Iroouj katw kuyaj tw ôaktuiw kategpafen eij trn  grn. wj ôe epe^enon 
epwtwntej, anekuyen kai eipen au toij’ o anamaptrtoj u^wn ppwtoj ep’ autrn 
ßalitw  1i9on. kai palin  k a ta ^ yac tw ôaktuiw kategpafen eij trn  grn.
ekatoj ôe twn Iouôiawn exrpceto _____________  apXamenoi apo twn
ppeoßutepwn wote pantaj eXe19ein kai kate1eif9r monoj kai r  gunr en meow
ouoa. o ôe anakuyaj ________  eipen au tr' t r  gunaiki, pou eioin; ouôeij oe
katekpinen; kakeinr eipen autw' ouôeij, kupie. eipen ôe o ’Iroouj' ouôe egw oe 
katakpinw' upage, ____ apo tou nun mrketi amaptane.
Kai epopeu9roan ëkaotoj eij ton oikon autou, ’Iroouj ôe 
epopeu9r eij to opoj twn eiaiwn. "Op9pou ôe paiin 
papegeneto eij to iepon kai paj o laoj rpceto ppoj 
auton, kai ka9ioaj eôiôaoken autouj. "Agouoin ôe oi 
gpammateij kai oi Fapioaioi gunaika epi moiceia 
kateilrmmenrn kai otroantej autrn en meow Aigouoin 
au^W ôiôaokale, autr r  gunr kate ilr^ ta i ep’ autofwpw 
moiceuomenr’ en ôe tw nomw rmin Mwuorj eneteilato ta j 
toiautaj li9aZein. ou oun ti  Aigeij; touto ôe elegon 
peipaZontej auton, ina ecwoin katrgopein autou. o ôe 
’Iroouj katw kuyaj tw ôaktuiw kategpafen eij trn  grn. 
wj ôe epemenon epwtwntej auton, anekuyen kai eipen 
autoij’ o anamaptrtoj umwn ppwtoj ep’ autrn ßaietw 
li9on. kai paiin katakuyaj egpafen eij trn  grn. oi ôe 
akouoantej eXrpconto eij ka9’ eij apXamenoi apo twn 
ppeoßutepwn kai kateleif9r monoj kai r  gunr en meow 
ouoa. anakuyaj ôe o ’Iroouj eipen au tr’ gunai, pou eioin; 
ouôeij oe katekpinen; r  ôe eipen’ ouôeij, kupie. eipen ôe o 
’Iroouj’ ouôe egw oe katakpinw’ popeuou, [kai] apo tou 
nun mrketi amaptane.
3 .0  A  W o r k in g  Tr a n s l a t io n
The number of variants not only presents a problem in deciphering the 
original text, but also in translating it. Therefore, the following working 
translation of the Pericope Adulterae is suggested with the caveat that the 
terms and the translations of these terms may vary. Following the initial 
translation itself, an explanation of the reasoning for the decisions that have 
been made will be offered. For the sake of clarity, the story has been 
divided into subsets following the suggestion of Gail O’Day (1992:631),48 
though admittedly divisions suggested by other scholars are equally 
viable.49 Though the question regarding the location of John 7:53-8:11 has
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48 O’Day actually divides the story into two parts: the introduction (7:53-8:2) and 
the story proper (8:3-11); however, she divides the story proper into three 
additional sections (1992:631).
49 For example Hodges (1980) chooses to separate the narrative as 7:53-8:2 -  The 
Setting of the Narrative, 8:3-8:6a -  The Confrontation, 8:6b-8:7 -  The Writing 
and Response, and 8:9-8:11 -  Shrinking from the Light. Kreitzer (2000:259) 
divides the passage as 7:53-8:2 -  Introduction and 8:3-11 -  Central Conflict. 
Foster (1995:804-809) breaks up the passage as 7:53-8:2 -  The Service, 8:3-4 -  
The Interruption, 8:5-6 -  The Trap, 8:7 -  The Decision, 8:8-9 -  The Fugitives, 
8:10-11 -  The Judge. Moloney (1998b:260) suggests 7:53-8:2 -  Introduction, 
8:3-6a -  The Scribes and Pharisees and Jesus, 8:6b-9 -  Jesus and the Scribes and
The Pericope Adulterae: Theories o f Insertion & Omission 7 7
not been fully discussed as of yet, the following translation will be discussed 
as if the Pericope Adulterae is properly located following John 7:52 and 
preceding 8:12. The discussion will assume congruity with the events that 
surround the passage.
And they went each to his home, but Jesus went to the 
Mount o f  Olives. And early in the morning he arrived again 
in the Temple and all the people were coming to him, and 
after sitting down he [began] to teach them. And the 
Scribes and the Pharisees bring a woman having been 
apprehended on the basis o f adultery and standing her in 
the middle. They say to him, “Teacher, this woman was 
apprehended on the basis o f  committing adultery in the act; 
now in the law M oses commanded us to stone such women.
So you, what do you say?” But they were saying this to test 
him, that they might have [something] to accuse him. But 
Jesus bending down was writing on the ground with the 
finger. And as they continued asking him, he straightened 
up and said to them, “The one o f  you without sin let him 
firs t throw a stone a t her. ” Again after bending down he 
wrote on the ground. And the ones who heard went out one 
by one beginning from  the elders and he was left alone and 
the woman being in the middle. And Jesus straightened up 
and said to her; “Woman, where are they? Was no one 
condemning you ?” And she said, “No one, s ir .” And Jesus 
said, “Neither do I condemn you, go and from  now sin no 
longer. ”
3.1  T he In tro du ction  (7 :53-8 :2 )
Beginning with verse 53 of chapter 7, the translation “and each went to 
his own home” is suggested. This verse provides a fitting transition between 
the previous scene at the end of chapter 7, where we find Nicodemus, the 
Temple guards, and the Pharisees in debate about Jesus, and the events of 
the Pericope Adulterae that unfold in the Temple courts. This transition of
Pharisees, and 8:10-11 -  Jesus and the Woman. Whitacre (1999:205-209) splits 
the passage into four sections: 7:53-8:2 -  Setting the scene; 8:3-6a -  Challenge 
presented; 8:6b-9 -  Response to the opponents; and 8:10-11 -  Response to the 
woman. Lincoln (2005:528) divides the passage as 7:53-8:2 -  Introductory, 
transitional material, 8:3-6a -  Presentation of the issue in the controversy, and 
8:6b-11 -  Jesus’ response to the issue.
people returning home would also provide closure to the Feast of 
Tabernacles if the Pericope Adulterae is indeed in its proper place within the 
Gospel text. John Gill (1809:839) suggests that this departure to each man’s 
home occurred about the time of the evening sacrifice, for it is understood 
that “the Sanhedrin sat from about the time of the morning daily sacrifice to 
the time of the evening daily sacrifice according to Maimon Hilchot 
Sanhedrin, c. sect. 1.”
There appears to be little debate regarding the translation of this verse, 
though this verse is not without variants. The verb popeuomai is sometimes 
replaced with variations of apepcomai; however, the former is the preferred 
term and is translated as “went” in the aorist tense. Similarly, oikoj is on 
two rare occasions replaced with ta  iôia (69) and topoj (f1). Ta iôia 
would more closely align the wording with that of John 1:11 and topoj finds 
regular usage in the Fourth Gospel; however, oikoj is also used regularly in 
the Gospel. The latter readings are likely the variants from the original.
The variants associated with 8:1 are more common, yet none provides 
any great significance. Several manuscripts include the definite article with 
Jesus’ name. The anarthrous ’Iroouj appears to be the majority and earliest 
reading. Both would suffice, for the article does not change the translation. 
At first the second variant may appear to be more significant, where some 
manuscripts prefer the conjunction kai and others ôe, in addition to some 
minor word order variation, but as will be evidenced in Chapter 5, both 
conjunctions are Johannine enough to warrant use (see section 6.2). De is 
the preferred term. The rare phrase to opoj twn eiaiwn is generally 
translated as “Mount of Olives”50 and is found in all of the Synoptic 
Gospels, most commonly in the Gospel of Luke. Here the phrase may find 
some connection with its usage in the LXX, most notably in Zechariah 14’s 
discussion with Feast of Tabernacles (a full discussion of these ties will be 
discussed in Chapters 4 and 5). The Mount of Olives is a frequent resting 
spot for Jesus in the Synoptic Gospels (Matthew 21:1, 24:3, 26:30, Mark 
11:1, 13:3, 14:26,; Luke 21:37, and 22:39).51 The verse is translated as “but 
Jesus went to the Mount of Olives.” Again there is virtual unanimity 
favoring this translation. Jesus homelessness is contrasted with that of the 
rest of “the Jews,” specifically religious elite like the Pharisees. The final 
variant is the addition of the term monoj (r), further emphasizing the unique
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50 Balz and Schneider, 1993:533-534; Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 2000; Bauer, 
Arndt, and Gingrich, 2000:586.
51 Hoskyns, 1940:678; O’Day 1995:628; Moloney, 1998b:260.
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position of Jesus being without a home. This emphasis is welcome but 
doubtful, and thus not included in the present translation.
Finally for 8:2, the proposed translation is “and early in the morning he 
arrived again in the Temple and all the people were coming to him, and after 
sitting down he [began] to teach them.” The time intended by the term 
op9poj is clearly at the earliest part of the day, at dawn or daybreak.52 A 
return visit to the Temple courts is stressed with the use of the adverb paiin. 
“All the people,” that is the general populace, is drawn to Jesus and “sitting” 
(the participle ka9ioaj), he takes the position of a rabbi and begins to 
teach.53 The continual act of teaching is suggested by the imperfect tense of 
the verb ôiôaokw.
There are several minor variants within this verse, but each has little 
support. There are two locations where we find kai instead of ôe, similar to 
the variation in 8:1. Secondly, we find the temporal adverb ote in place of 
the more common reading op9poj. In a few manuscripts, the additional word 
ßa9uj, a term that is virtually synonymous with op9poj figuratively 
representing “of the morning early, at earliest dawn” (Lange, 1950:271), is 
added. The majority reading and earliest readings include the verb 
papaginomai for the arrival of the scribes and Pharisees, but a few 
manuscripts include a different form of this verb and others substitute the 
verb with epcomai. In place of lao j, we find ocloj on a few occasions, 
which much like the discussion regarding the conjunctions kai and ôe may at 
first seem significant, but as discussed in the Chapter 5 is not overly 
signficant (see section 3.4); both can be translated as “the people,” with 
slight variation in specificity of who “the people” are. Other manuscripts 
simply omit the reference to “the people” altogether. Similarly, a few 
manuscripts are lacking the phrase ppoj auton. Others add the additional 
verb agw after the usual rpceto, adding little significance. Finally, two 
manuscripts omit the statement regarding Jesus’ “sitting to teach them” 
(ka9ioaj eôiôaoken autouj). The imperfect verb eôiôaoken, translated “to 
teach,” requires the insertion of an implied word “began” in order to make 
the reading clearer. The “them” (autouj) is presumably the people who have 
gathered. There should be little question about the translation of this verse. 
The public has once again gathered around Jesus following their separation 
for the night, the public from their homes and Jesus from the Mount of 
Olives. Now Jesus sits in the posture of a rabbi and begins to teach them.
52 Lange, 1950:271; Louw and Nida, 1988; Balz and Schneider, 1993:531; Friberg, 
Friberg, and Miller, 2000; Bauer, Arndt, and Gingrich, 2000:584.
53 Hodges, 1980:43; Scott , 2000:59; Morris, 1987:292; Schnackenburg, 1998:100.
3 .2  Q u estion  P o se d  (8:3 -6a)
Moving to the next section of verses, there is the similar variant of kai 
and ôe found earlier in verse 3, in addition to some disagreement regarding 
the verb agw. While the vast majority of manuscripts use this verb, one 
manuscript (2) replaces it with fepw, while f 13 uses ppoornegkan with the 
added dative autw.54 The idea that the scribes and Pharisees bring the 
woman in by force is intended (Exell and Spence, 1890-1919). The next 
variant is found only in the f 1 manuscripts, where the “chief priests and 
Pharisees” (oi apciepeij kai oi Fapioaioi) is used instead of the usual 
“scribes and Pharisees” (oi gpammateij kai oi Fapioaioi). This may be an 
attempt of a later scribe to conform the passage to a more Johannine style, 
since the term oi gpammateij is not used elsewhere in the Fourth Gospel (see 
section 3.6 in Chapter 5). This is uncertain, but either way no one should be 
persuaded to modify the translation. Oi apciepeij kai oi Fapioaioi 
appears to be original. In addition to this, several manuscripts add the 
phrase “to him” (ppoj auton) indicating the scribes and Pharisees brought 
the woman to Jesus, but this is so clearly implied in the text that it likely an 
unnecessary addition.
Two interesting, yet still not overly-significant variants are the 
substitutions of the verb amaptanw and the noun amaptia for the term 
moiceia. These variants provide a more general discussion of the woman’s 
sinful action rather than the specific mention of adultery. This is notable, 
because Eusebius, in Historia Ecclesiae 3.39.17, cites Papias as having 
“expounded another story about a woman who was accused before the Lord 
of many sins, which the Gospel according to the Hebrews contains.“ One 
can only speculate as to whether or not Papias had referred to a manuscript 
with such a variant or another extra-biblical source altogether (see section
9.1 in Chapter 6). The generally accepted form of this verse does not 
include this variant; instead moiceia is the common term. The final variants 
for 8:3 include variances in verb tense for katalamßanw, with a few 
manuscripts removing the kata prefix and some disagreement regarding the 
phrasing of “in the midst/middle” (en meow), but there seems to be little 
confusion regarding the form of the verse. For the working translation, the 
verse has been rendered as “and the scribes and the Pharisees bring a woman 
having been apprehended on the basis of adultery and standing her in the
80
54 It is unclear if the choice of the verb ppoofepw instead of agw is an attempt to 
conform the Pericope Adulterae to more of a Lukan style, since the f13 
manuscripts all locate the pericope after Luke 21:38 (see section 4.0 in Chapter 
6). The former verb is found in four places in the Gospel of Luke; however it is 
also used fifteen times in Matthew, three times in Mark, and twice in John.
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middle.” She is stood “in the middle” (en meow), reminiscent of a courtroom 
scene (Scott, 2000:58), where her accusers may have formed a ring around 
her (Bruce, 1979:417). The key point being emphasized is that the woman 
was caught in the very act o f  adultery (Morris, 1971:886). There is 
presumably no question regarding her guilt.55 Both Jeremias (1950: 148­
150) and Brown (1996:337) suggest that she had been judged and convicted 
by the Sanhedrin, and Jesus was only asked to decide the punishment. This, 
however, may be taking the situation too far, for Jesus’ statement “Has no 
one condemned you?” seems to go against this explanation (Yoon, 2000).
Verse 4 is where things get even get a little more interesting, mostly due 
to added terms and/or phrases. First, there is the simple variation of tense 
for the verb Aigw, describing the action of the scribes and Pharisees 
speaking to Jesus. Most manuscripts use the present tense; however, a few 
include the aorist. The present is the majority, and this historic present will 
provide some discussion later regarding Johannine style (see section 5.0 in 
Chapter 5). More interesting is the addition of the participle peipaZontej in 
some manuscripts and the variation of phrase ekpeipaZontej auton oi 
apXiepeij tna ecwoin katrgopeian autou / ekpeipaZontej auton oi iepeij 
tna ecwoin katrgopein in others. The participle peipaZontej alone suggests 
an entrapment attempt, but these full phrases make it clearer; however, both 
appear to be additions. neipafontej looks to be an added term as well, 
while both phrases regarding “having reason to accuse him” are likely 
duplications of a phrase that will appear later in 8:6a; this phrase is the exact 
wording from John 6:6 and may be one of the clearest evidences of 
Johannine style (section 10.4 in Chapter 5). While some such as Becker 
(1963:56-58), Newman and Nida (1973:259), Barrett (1978:591), and 
Morris (1995:886-887) consider the statement in 8:6a to be a scribal 
addition, but this is far from settled. There does not appear to be any debate 
regarding this similar statement or the additions of the participle peipaZontej 
here in verse 4. Virtually everyone believes it to be a variant. The 
appearance of these interpolations does not likely diminish the significance 
of the evidence of Johannine style in the passage, but it does also provide 
additional evidence of possible scribal attempts polish up the pericope with 
a more Johannine flavor, as stated above.
Additional minor variants in verse 4 include the word order of between 
autr r  gunr, variations of the verb autofwoj, and similar disparity with the 
participle moiceuoijinr; however, there appears to be virtual unanimity in 
labeling each as variants. The only other variant warranting discussion is
55 Gill, 1809:840; Tenney, 1981:90; Baylis, 1989:177; Sanders, 1990:341; Morris, 
1995:886; Maccini, 1996:235; Lincoln, 2005:529.
the disagreement over the verb kaTalamßanw. Several manuscripts drop the 
kata prefix from the verb (M, S, A, Q, [w], f13, 28, 69, 124, 1346), while a 
few manuscripts substitute the verb eupiokw or disagree in tense (U, 188, 
700). These variant readings are not supported by the earlier manuscripts, 
and given the context of the passage, this latter verb eupiokw seems unlikely 
because it can mean to “discover by accident” (Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 
2000). Instead, it appears that the scribes and Pharisees have set a definite 
trap and perhaps even had set up the woman’s actions so that they might 
present this test to Jesus, though a surprise discovery does remain a remote 
possibility. This is something that a later scribe apparently tried to highlight 
with the aforementioned added phrases in the verse, which verse 6a also 
makes clear.
The term autofwoj literally means “one who is caught in the act” 
(Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 2000), though the term originally seems to 
have had its origin in being caught in the act of theft.56 It could be argued 
that adultery is a theft since it is in some sense “stealing” another person’s 
spouse, or “unlawful use of another man’s property” (Gill, 1809:840); 
however, it is unnecessary to stretch the meaning. Instead the term appears 
to have gained a more general sense of being “caught in the act” by the time 
of Jesus (Louw and Nida, 1988; Balz and Schneider, 1993:180) and may 
have been used as a technical legal term (Lindars, 1981:308). Certainly in 
the Pericope Adulterae, the term emphasizes the fact that the woman has 
been caught in the act of the specific sin of adultery, being made clear by 
the verb moiceuw. Thurston (1998:86) comments that the term used for 
adultery, moiceia, is used exclusively in the LXX in reference to adultery of 
married persons, though there is some debate regarding the woman’s marital 
status (see section 3.7 in Chapter 5). Rogers and Rogers (1998:201) suggest 
that the present tense form of autofwoj in this case further signifies that the 
woman was seized in the process of committing adultery, though Rooke 
(2000:46) argues that the term autofwoj is passive, and therefore may not 
imply that she was caught red-handed. In either case, there does not appear 
to be much question about her guilt, as stated above.57
The suggested translation for verse 4 is “they say to him, ‘Teacher, this 
woman was apprehended on the basis of committing adultery in the act.’” 
Evans (2006:92) suggests that the Greek construction of 8:4, autr r  gunr 
kateilrp tai ep’ autofwpw moiceuomenr, demonstrates that the accusers are
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56 Dods, 1897:775; Liddell and Scott, 1961; Morris, 1975:886; Thayer, 1996.
57 Gill, 1809:840; Tenney, 1981:90; Baylis, 1989:177; Sanders, 1990:341; Morris, 
1995:886; Maccini, 1996:235; Lincoln, 2005:529.
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making a legal claim. There is a historic present in the opening description 
of the scribes and Pharisees speaking to Jesus. Jesus is addressed as 
“teacher,” which likely has connections with that of a rabbi (see section 10.1 
in Chapter 5).58 As suggested in the preceding paragraph, the highlighted 
portion of the verse is that the woman was caught in the very act o f adultery.
In verse 5, the majority of variants are related to word order in the phrase 
en ôe tw nomw rmin Mwuorj. There are additional variant spellings for 
Mwuorj, but it is clear that all manuscripts are referring to the prophet 
Moses. Likewise, the pronouns vary on occasion, but the reference is 
clearly that Moses has commanded us, that is the scribes and Pharisees who 
are speaking in verse 5. The verb for “commanded” or “ordered” 
(eneteilato) appears to be the majority and earliest reading; however 
variants including keleuw, epeggeilato, and ôiakeleuw are found, all of 
which can also mean “commanded.” There are similar variants for the term 
“to stone” with the principle reading being liGaÇw and the occasionally 
found variant liGoßoAiw. The terms are nearly synonymous; however, the 
former is likely the proper reading; it is also the more Johannine of the two 
(see section 10.3 in Chapter 5). Finally in 8:5, there is minor variance in the 
question posed to Jesus. Instead of the most common reading oun, a few 
manuscripts use ôe, ôe nun, or even no conjunction at all. A conjunction is 
needed, because it is used inferentially to introduce a logical result or 
inference from what precedes it. In this case, oun would be the most 
appropriate term (see section 6.2 in Chapter 5). In addition to this, several 
manuscripts add the phrase pepi a u ^ j at the end of the scribes and 
Pharisees’ question. This phrase does not change the overall message of the 
verse and is probably unnecessary, because the question itself is clear. The 
question that is asked of Jesus is what he has to say regarding the woman’s 
situation and the Law of Moses. The scribes and Pharisees know what 
Moses says about adultery (Moloney, 1998b:260); now they want to know 
what Jesus’ verdict in concerning this sin of the woman. The word order of 
this verse indicates that the “you” (ou) is emphatic.59 The full translation 
reads, “Now in the Law Moses commanded us to stone such women. So 
you, what do you say?” The emphasis is on “you.” The scribes and
58 Köstenberger, 1998:105-6; Louw and Nida, 1988; Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 
2000; Bruce, 1979:414; van der Watt, 2007:49-50.
59 Barclay, 1975:259; Barrett, 1978:591; Newman and Nida, 1980:259; Tenney, 
1981:89; Morris, 1987:295; Witherington, 1988:145 note 100; Whitacre, 
1999:210; Keith, 2009:158.
Pharisees are setting Jesus against Moses (Scott, 2000:61; Mullins, 
2003:219); now they want to know what his response will be.
Lastly in this second section of the Pericope Adulterae, there is some 
minor variance in 8:6a, beginning with variation in tense for the verb Aigw; 
though most manuscripts use the present tense of the verb, three use the 
aorist tense (S, Q, and 28). This at first appears to be an insignificant 
variant, but given that the form of the Greek in this verse so closely 
resembles that of John 6:6, providing what some consider to be one of the 
strongest if not the strongest piece of evidence in favor of Johannine 
authorship,60 it is quiet significant (see section 10.4 in Chapter 5).61 John 
6:6 reads touto ôe elegen peipaZwn auton and is identical to 8:6a with the 
exception of the number persons associated with the verbs; in 6:6 it is 
singular because Jesus alone is doing the action, while in 8:6a it is plural 
because the group of accusers is doing the action. A similar argument can 
be made for an additional variant regarding the verb “to test” (peipaZw), 
which in both the S and Q manuscripts includes the additional ek prefix. 
While there is only a subtle difference in the meaning of the term with this 
added prefix highlighting that the test is carried out, the verb without the 
prefix is likely the appropriate reading. This once again provides 8:6a with 
the identical Greek wording. This portion of 8:6a should be translated “But
84
60 Hodges, 1980:44; Johnson, 1966:95; Köstenberger, 2004:246; Barclay, 
1975:260; Brown, 1966-1970:333; Neyrey, 2006:148.
61 Brad Young (1995:61-62), however, argues that verse 8:6a is a later addition to 
the text. Young suggest that there are six stages that can be outlined for the 
pericope’s textual transmission. 1) The story circulated without verse 6a. 2) The 
story became popular enough to be inserted into one or more manuscripts of the 
text of John (most often after 7:52, but also in a few other locations such as 7:36, 
7:44 or 21:25). 3) Verse 6a was placed into the story in one or more manuscripts 
of John. 4) Some copies of the Gospel were generated lacking 7:53-8:11 while 
other copies contained the story of the woman caught in adultery, some with 8:6a, 
some without. 5) Confusion arose over the position of John 8:6a because the 
interpolation broke the continuity of the episode and because other texts omitted 
8:6a. 6) Verse 6a achieves a permanent place in the Gospel tradition. Young’s 
argument is not entirely convincing, mostly due to the weight of the manuscript 
evidence. While there is some variance in the 8:6a itself, nearly all manuscripts 
have this portion of the verse, and the earliest manuscripts include the entire 
portion of the verse that reads similar to 6:6. There is no solid evidence for any 
of these stages and with exception of the appearance of a portion of this verse in 
John 8:4 in manuscripts D and 1071. Further, there is no evidence of confusion 
over the placement of the verse as suggested by state 5. In fact, these two 
manuscripts that include the similar phrase ina ecwoin katrgopein autou in verse 
4 also include the phrase in 8:6a.
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they were saying this to test him,” with “they” being the scribes and 
Pharisees and “him” being Jesus.
The latter portion of 8:6a has additional variants that do not carry as 
much significance, but each is worthy of brief mentioning. The verb ecw 
varies in tense and the alternate verb eupiokw is used in a minority of 
manuscripts. There are also variations in the wording of “to have 
[something] to accuse him” (ecwoin katrgopein autou). “Something” is 
supplied in the translation due to the fact that it is implied by the phrase. 
The majority and earliest readings favor the infinitive of the verb katrgopew; 
however, a few of the manuscripts opt for the noun katrgopian with the 
preposition kata, indicating that the charges or accusations are brought 
down on Jesus. Finally, one manuscript adds the phrase “not raising/ 
standing” (ouk egrpetai). It is uncertain whether this is intended to convey 
the idea presented in 6b, where Jesus does not stand, or if it is indicating that 
Jesus did not rise from his seated position. The former idea is more 
probable. Jesus is likely to have stood up in the presence of those who 
entered the scene, reminiscent of a court scene, but this is not certain. It is 
not entirely improbable that Jesus moved to write on the ground from a 
seated position, but this is doubtful because one usually stoops/bends from a 
standing position rather than a seated one. The variant is unneeded and 
therefore, rightly ignored leaving us with the translation for the remainder of 
6a as “that they might have [something] to accuse him.”
3 .3  R esp o n se  1 (8:6b-7 )
The third section of the passage begins where the last discussion left off, 
with Jesus being tested; now Jesus’ first response to this test is detailed. 
Verse 6b is fairly straightforward, though there are a few of variants. The 
first variant is the tense of the verb kuptw where a few later manuscripts 
include the perfect tense of the verb. Secondly, a few manuscripts drop the 
kata prefix from kategpafen, creating what may be considered to be a more 
Johannine verb structure (see section 3.8 in Chapter 5). This, however, is 
most likely not the original reading given that the majority and the earliest 
readings clearly include the prefix. A is absent of the reference Jesus’ 
writing “with his finger” (tw ôaktulw). One manuscript, n , avoids all of 
this by omitting the entire phrase kuyaj tw ôaktulw kategpafen. Based on 
the manuscript evidence, the phrase including the reference to Jesus’ finger 
is most likely to be included. This will also provide some contextual links 
for the passage as well (see section 2.3 in Chapter 4). The reason for Jesus’ 
writing on the ground is most likely a deliberate silence, rather than a form 
of embarrassment as suggested by some (Dods, 1897:776). Kysar 
(1986:133) suggests that Jesus writes “while contemplating his response,” 
but this seems too simplistic. The action is very unusual and has given rise
to speculation about what Jesus intended by this action (Ridderbos, 
1997:289; Jeremias, 1972:228), with possibly up to thirty-six different 
suggestions as to what Jesus wrote (Keith, 2009:10). In The Anchor Bible, 
Brown (1996:333-334) devotes two pages to discussion regarding all of 
these theories. Boice (1999:605) claims that nearly every commentary he 
has read gives a different answer to what Jesus wrote. Moloney 
(1998b:261) suggests that it is impossible to know the “precise purpose” of 
this action, which is likely the case. Others such as Ridderbos (1997:289) 
and Schnackenburg (1982:166) suggest that the action is highlighted rather 
than the content. Presumably, if what Jesus wrote on the ground was worthy 
of our attention it would have been included (Hodges, 1980:45; Keener, 
2003:738; Keith, 2009:19), and no amount of speculation will provide any 
certainty of what Jesus actually wrote (James, 1979:51). Instead it seems 
more likely that it is not so much what Jesus wrote, but that he wrote that is 
important.62 This will be discussed in greater detail in the two chapters that 
follow. Finally a few manuscripts, including most of the Byzantine, add the 
phrase mr ppoopoioumenoj at the end of the sentence, providing the 
additional information that Jesus “took no notice.” This appears to be an 
interpretive gloss where a later scribe suggests that Jesus pretended not to 
notice. Verse 6b should read, “But Jesus bending down was writing on the 
ground with the finger.” The action of writing is set by the imperfect tense 
of the verb katagpafw, and Jesus’ writing with “his finger” (ôaktuloj) is 
highlighted.
Verse 7 offers its first variant in the first phrase of the sentence. The 
participle epwtwntej is sometimes found with the prefix ep or ana attached 
to it. The former variance could add further credence to the legal setting of 
the story, but is unnecessary in conveying the idea that Jesus was 
continually questioned regarding his verdict; the latter highlights the fact 
that questions were asked repeatedly, likewise being unnecessary. This can 
be assumed from the tense of the participle, the addition of the verb epiijinw, 
and by the fact that Jesus remains silent in light of the questions asked of 
him. While Raymond Brown (1966-1970:334) suggests that they were 
demanding a verdict, Barnabas Lindars (1981:308-309) argues that Brown is 
“seriously wrong;” however, Brown is likely correct. Presumably, Jesus’ 
opponents continued to press him for a response until the actions of verse 7b 
occur (Ridderbos, 1997:290), which may ring of a “bullying tactic” (Scott, 
2000:67). Gregory (1907:515) says they were “badgering” him. Schottroff 
(1995:184) claims that the accusers put “heavy pressure” on Jesus to
86
62 Hodges, 1980:45; Baylis, 1989:180; Ridderbos, 1997:289; Schneider, 1999:4; 
Hugenberger, 2006; Keith, 2009:3.
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respond. The point that is emphasized is that the accusers would not let 
Jesus off the hook without an answer. They would continue to press until 
Jesus was forced to act.
A few manuscripts omit the demonstrative auton following epwtwntej, 
which does not change the verse much. The “him” could be implied, though 
the demonstrative is likely to be included. Next, there is some disagreement 
in word order for the conjunction kai; a few manuscripts omit the 
conjunction altogether. There is also variance in the verb tense of 
anakuptw. Slightly more interesting the verb anakuptw is sometimes 
replaced with anaßlepw, indicating that Jesus did not stand up to address the 
scribes and Pharisees but rather looked up at them. This is a possible 
rendering of the passage, but seeing that Jesus is said to bend down again to 
write in 8:8, it is understandable why the former verb is considered to be the 
more appropriate reading.
In second half of the verse, a few manuscripts use the preposition ppoj 
with the accusative autouj, rather than the simple dative autoij. Both 
convey the same idea; the latter, which appears to be the earliest and 
majority readings, simply does so with more efficiency. A small number of 
manuscripts contain neither, providing no emphasis as to who Jesus speaks 
to. There is also some variance with the pronoun umwn. Manuscript 579 
replaces it with rmwn, which in the first person has Jesus including himself 
as one of those who must ask himself if he is without sin. This would have 
Jesus essentially saying, “the one of us without sin, be the first to cast a 
stone...” This is possible and certainly interesting, but most likely not the 
authentic reading. There is minor variance with the term ppwtoj alternating 
between male and neuter gender, but the male is the more appropriate choice 
because it accords with the gender of anamaptrtoj. Finally in this verse, 
there are various word order issues with the final phrase “to throw a stone at 
her” (ep’ autrn ßaAitw liGon). Most of this variance is related to simple 
word order; however, there is some disagreement over the definite article of 
the stone(s) and some slight divergence in the form of the verb ßallw. The 
latter half of this verse may serve as invitation by Jesus to the scribes and 
Pharisees to discern the answer to the question for themselves (O’Day, 
1992:632).
Overall, there is little difficulty caused by the variants in 8:7. The 
working translation reads, “And as they continued asking him, he 
straightened up and said to them, ‘The one of you without sin let him first 
throw a stone at her.’” The addition of the verb epiijinw in the imperfect 
tense stresses that Jesus was continually asked. The term anamaptrtoj is 
rare, but the meaning is clear: the person must be without sin. The term is 
part of the hapax legomena for the New Testament and there is some “slight 
ambiguity” (Hodges, 1980:47); however it is found in the LXX in
Deuteronomy 29:18, 2 Maccabees 8:4, 12:42, and Odes 14:33 (for a 
discussion of this term see section 3.12 in Chapter 5; for a discussion of 
hapax legomena see section 4.0). Some commentators such as Clarke 
(1972:921), Carson (2000:335), Bruce (1980:233), Hodges (1980:48), and 
Lindars (1981:308) have suggested that the term must mean guilty of the 
same sin, but there does not appear to be anything in the context to indicate 
that this is so (James, 1979:48). While some may be guilty of the sin of 
adultery, Jesus appears to be forcing the accusers to consider all their sin; 
this may include bearing false witness, were Jesus referencing Deuteronomy 
17:6-7 in regards to stoning the woman (Newman and Nida, 1980:261).
3 .4  R esp o n se  2  (8:8 -11)
In the final section of the Pericope Adulterae there is little that causes 
trouble, beginning with the translation for 8:8. First, the verb katakuyaj is 
sometimes broken up into the preposition kata and the verb ^p tw , but this 
means virtually the same thing. One additional manuscript (H) that removes 
the prefix altogether. A rare few manuscripts add the reference to Jesus 
writing “with his finger” (tw ôaktulw) similar to 8:6, but this is 
unnecessarily supplied, for it is clearly implied that Jesus wrote again with 
his finger.63 Similarly, a few manuscripts add the prefix kata to the verb 
egpafen, perhaps in an scribal attempt to make the verse agree with 8:6, but 
this too is unnecessary. One manuscript modifies the preposition eij to epi, 
but the same meaning can be ascertained from both. Jesus writes “in the 
earth/on the ground” once again.
Lastly, the most noteworthy variant that to be found is the addition of the 
phrase enoj ekaotou autwn ta j amaptiaj, translated “each one of their sins.” 
This interesting commentary provides us with a possible explanation of 
what Jesus wrote on the ground, but given that this is most likely not 
original to the pericope, we should not waste time in speculation. It was 
most likely added to “gratify natural curiosity” (Bruce, 1979:416). 
Discussions relating to the subject matter of what Jesus wrote are highly
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63 Chris Keith (2009) might argue that it is necessary for this term tw ôaktulw to be 
absent from this portion of John 8:8. This is based on his suggestion of the 
connections that exist between the Pericope Adulterae and the writing of the 
Decalogue in Exodus 32:15 (and 31:18) where God writes “with his finger” in 
the first rendition of the commandments and Moses writes them in the second 
with no mention of “the finger.” According to Keith, the Pericope Adulterae is 
meant to follow this pattern, and therefore the appearance of this term in verse 8 
would cause this connection to break down.
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subjective and detract from the significance of the action of writing.64 After 
considering this last phrase to be a later addition to 8:8, the translation for 
the verse is simply “again, after bending down he wrote on the ground.” 
n a lin  indicates that Jesus returned to his previous actions after standing to 
briefly address the woman’s accusers.
Verse 9 is quite difficult to sort through in the various manuscripts 
because there are numerous variants, ranging from word order to omission 
of terms to variation in verb structures. Most of these appear to be 
embellishments that add additional information as to why the accusers leave 
the scene (Lindars, 1981:309). Still none appears to be too significant. The 
majority and earlier attested readings for the beginning of the verse is the 
simple oi ôe akouoantej, but there appears to be no shortage of alternate 
phrasings, including “each of the Jews” (ekaotoj ôe twn ’ Iouôaiwn) and the 
added interpretive phrase, “convicted by their consciences” (kai upo 
ouneiôroewj elegcomenoi). Schnackenburg (1982:167) suggests that these 
variants destroy the “stark power of the narrative.” The simplest reading 
with the phrase appears to be the most authentic. Next there are variations 
in the verb epcomai, and one manuscript (M) replaces the verb with 
anacwpew, but all clearly suggest that the woman’s accusers “left the scene” 
or “departed.” The phrase that follows, “one by one” (eij kaG’ eij), also 
shows variation, but each indicates the same meaning. The phrase is 
indeclinable (Exell and Spence, 1890-1919) and outside of the Pericope 
Adulterae is found only in Mark 14:19, yet the meaning seems to be clear. 
After this, the verb apXamenoi has a disagreement in number in a single 
manuscript (E*), and one additional text (13*) omits the term ppeoßutepwn. 
It is relatively easy to determine the best reading. Next, several manuscripts 
either add the phrase wote pantaj eXelGein or ewj twn eocatwn to highlight 
that every single person left (except the woman and Jesus), something that is 
already implied in the text. Lindars (1981:310) suggests that some of these 
variants may be original, but this is likely not the case. Either way, there is 
no change to the meaning of the verse. Of little significance, there are 
variants such as the omission of the term monoj, slight variance in the term 
meow, and the addition of the verb iotrmi indicating that the woman was 
“standing” before Jesus. The latter of these variants fits the court room 
style of the passage (see sections 2.1 and 2.2 in Chapter 4), but is not likely
64 The list of suggestions ranges from the sins of the accusers to doodling, to the 
Decalogue. For a good summary of theories about what Jesus wrote on the 
ground see Keith, 2009:10ff. Commentators appear to be divided over the 
significance of the writing act of the content of the writing, but the text itself only 
draws attention to the act of writing (O’Day, 1992:632).
authentic. None of the final variants provides any change the reading of the 
verse nor the translation of it. The verse ends with the emphasis that the 
woman was left alone with Jesus, which may or may not have included 
Jesus’ apostles and the multitudes whom Jesus had originally been 
teaching.65 This is debatable in regards to the crowd; it is uncertain 
regarding the apostles. The apostles have not been mentioned in this 
passage, nor in the events that follow. Nothing is said of the crowd. With 
little influence from these variants, the following translation has been 
chosen for verse 9: “And the ones who heard went out one by one beginning 
from the elders and he was left alone and the woman being in the middle.” 
Elders can mean the “oldest” or those who have “seniority” in the ranks of 
ruling religious bodies (see sections 3.13 and 10.5 in Chapter 5). The point 
emphasized is that a group of more respected/revered leaders began the 
exodus from Jesus’ presence and that it was a continual procession of people 
leaving his presence (Morris, 1987:298, 1995:890). In order to avoid the 
very stones which they had hoped to cast, the accusers walked away from 
Jesus and the woman (Baylis, 1989:182).
In verse 10, there is a similar variant to the one discussed in verse 7. 
Whereas most manuscripts suggest that Jesus “stood up” (anakuyaj) to 
address the woman, a few state that he “looked up” (anaßleyaj). There is 
also one manuscript (28) that substitutes oun for ôe (see section 6.2 in 
Chapter 5). Numerous manuscripts add the phrase or a slight variation of 
the phrase “seeing none one except the woman” (Geaoamenoj pA^n ^ j  
gunaikoj). All are presumably accurate descriptions of the situation, but 
also unnecessary due to the fact that we have already been told that 
everyone departed in verse 9. The simplest reading, that is the one without 
the additional phrases, appears to be more authentic. In addition to this, a 
few manuscripts omit the dative autr indicating that Jesus spoke to the 
woman, while others spell this out directly (eipen t r  gunaikei), but this 
again is clearly indicated in the text due to the fact that everyone else had 
left the scene. A few manuscripts omit the vocative addressing of the 
woman, gunai. D and 1071 both replace the vocative gunai with the phrase 
eipen t r  gunaikei, which does covey the same meaning, but it also impairs a 
possible example of a Johannine style. This is due to the fact that the 
vocative form of address, specifically to women, is one of the Johannine 
characteristics offered in support of the Pericope Adulterae (see section 10.6 
in Chapter 5). The preferred reading appears to include the vocative. 
Finally, the omission of the question “where are they” (pou eioin), the
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65 Gill, 1809:842; Exell and Spence, 1919; Ironside, 1942:346; Lange, 1950:274; 
Newman and Nida, 1980:261.
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addition of the reference to her “accusers,” and the variation of the verb 
tense in katekpinen are the additional variants found in verse 10. None 
modifies the text substantially.
Rejecting the apparent variant additions, the translation for John 8:10 
reads, “And Jesus straightened up and said to her; ‘Woman, where are they? 
Was no one condemning you?’” Significantly, Jesus stands to speak to the 
woman and addresses the woman in typical Johannine fashion as “woman.” 
This form of address is not meant disrespectfully.66 As F.F, Bruce 
(1979:417) states it, “There is certainly nothing discourteous intended.” In 
fact, the woman is shown much more courtesy than the scribes and 
Pharisees; standing to speak to them was something unwilling to do.
For the last verse in the pericope, 8:11, a few variants are noted. First, 
there is a contracted demonstrative variant, kakeinr, instead of the more 
traditional ôe. Next there is the addition of the dative autw highlighting that 
the woman responded in speaking to Jesus. Neither is necessary nor 
considered to be authentic. Following this there is some slight disagreement 
in word order and the choice of the conjunction kai or ôe. The word order 
has little effect on the verse; the difference in conjunctions has minimal 
effect at best. In addition to this, a few manuscripts omit the proper noun 
’Iroouj, but all still agree that Jesus finally responds to woman (he remains 
the only main character in the presence of the woman following verse 9). 
Finally, there are two additional verbal variants. First, some manuscripts 
drop the kata prefix from katakpinw, and secondly some manuscripts 
substitute the verb upagw for popeuomai. Family 13 simply makes the verb 
popeuomai a participle. 579 has the verb spelled as popeuou. No variant 
warrants any significant discussion. The dropping of the prefix might make 
the verb more “Johannine” as suggested by some (cf. Köstenberger, 
2002:348), but the inclusion of the prefix actually lends itself to the more 
legal tenor of the passage (see section 3.1 in Chapter 4 and section 3.8.6 in 
Chapter 5). The final variant is the omission of the phrase “and from now” 
(kai apo tou nun ), but the earliest and majority of manuscripts include the 
phrase. Fausto Salvoni (1960:13) suggests that the phrase apo tou nun is 
non-Johannine and possibly interpolated, but this has not been proven. 
Significantly, the final phrase mrketi amaptane has no variants. As will
66 Barclay, 1975:262; Barrett, 1978:592; Newman and Nida, 1980:262; Baylis, 
1989:183 note 41; Carson, 2000:336; Scott, 2000:70.
discussed in Chapter 5 (section 10.7), this phrase is identical to John 5:14 
and provides what may be a unique Johannine connection.67
This verse has been translated as “And she said, ‘No one, sir.’ And Jesus 
said, ‘Neither do I condemn you, go and from now sin no longer.’” The idea 
of not condemning suggests “not passing sentence” against the woman 
(Marsh, 1957:687). She instead is acquitted. Godet (1978:89) notes that it 
could be that in not condemning the woman Jesus is giving her a chance to 
repent, but the text does not indicate so. It is possible that the woman could 
be addressing Jesus as “Lord,” but the generic term kupioj most likely 
means “sir,” given that the woman has shown little signs of repentance 
and/or understanding of who Jesus is similar to John 4:11, 15, and 19.68 
Evans (2006:693) suggests that we should see this as “good manners, not 
faith.” The real emphasis in verse 11 is on the two imperative verbs popeuou 
and amaptane. The woman has been commanded to go and live out a new 
way of life (Jackson, 1999). This abrupt ending may cause trouble for some 
readers, but others note that this may in fact provide some verification of the 
authenticity of the events of the pericope (Sanders & Maston, 1975:466).
4 .0  E x e g e s is
Of course, translating the passage is just half of the work; one must also 
determine the significance of the words that have been penned. Whoever 
the source/author of the Pericope Adulterae is, he chose these specific words 
for a reason. The same argument can be made for potential later redactors 
who modified, corrected, or added to the text. Given that much of the 
discussion in the following chapters will center on the use of so-called “non­
Johannine” terms, missing “preferred” Johannine words, and contextual 
congruity, these issues will not extensively considered in this exegesis. 
Instead, focus will placed on the passage as a single narrative, detailing what 
message the pericope itself is communicating. Likewise, the passage will be 
discussed as if it belongs in its traditional location following John 7:52.
The Pericope Adulterae begins by providing closure to the scene that 
precedes it, an argument amongst the Pharisees, Nicodemus, and the Temple 
guards. These parties were in disagreement about what to do about Jesus. 
Each person is said to go “to his own home” in 7:53, which would be a 
proper action following a week of living in booths prescribed by the Feast of
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67 Barrett, 1978:592; Bruce, 1979:417; Heil, 1991:185, 1994:363; Kruse, 2004:201; 
Keith, 2009:166.
68 Baylis, 1989:184 note 41; Barclay, 1975:262; Bruce, 1979:417; Newman and 
Nida, 1980:262; Morris, 1995:891.
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Tabernacles (Hodges, 1980:42). This is presumably around the time of the 
evening sacrifice, for the ruling parties usually sat from the morning to 
evening sacrifices (Maimon Hilchot Sanhedrin, c. sect. 1)(Gill, 1809:839). 
In contrast to this, Jesus is forced to continue his life of homelessness, 
spending the night on the Mount of Olives (8:1). At first light, the earliest 
part of the dawn, Jesus returns to the Temple to teach, perhaps ready to face 
controversy as he had the previous day (John 7:14ff). The familiar 
Johannine image of light/darkness may be deliberately contrasted here at the 
end of chapter 7, between the actions of the Pharisees done under the cover 
of night and Jesus’ open actions in the daytime (see section 3.5 in Chapter 4 
and section 11.1 in Chapter 5)(Wilson, 2004:16). The charges against the 
woman that are presented to Jesus must be in reference to a sin that was 
committed the night before, or at the very least sought out overnight. Such 
work, whether envisioning the trap, setting up the woman to be caught in the 
act of adultery, or actually participating in the adultery, done under the 
cover of night only further highlights the malice of the event. Jesus’ actions 
are in opposition to this, being carried out in the Temple courts for all to see 
and hear.
Apparently being respectful of the rabbinic custom of sitting to teach, 
Jesus does so himself,69 and he appears to be well-received in this posture 
by the multitudes gathered around him; no controversy is mentioned until 
the scribes and Pharisees arrive on the scene, thrusting a woman and a test at 
Jesus. The pericope presumably leaves no doubt regarding the woman’s 
guilt of adultery, emphasized by the use of the term autofwpw (Gill, 
1809:840; Tenney, 1981:90; Morris, 1995:886). Chris Keith (2009:165) 
suggests that arguments for the woman’s innocence fail because of Jesus’ 
command in 8:11 to “leave a life of sin” imply that she is guilty. Maccini 
(1996:235) further notes that the narrator perhaps takes this for granted by 
neglecting to comment on the background of the woman’s situation. 
Whether Jesus knew this or not is not indicated in the text. The fact that this 
is a test/trap is, however. The narrator makes this point clear in 8:6, using a 
typical Johannine aside (see section 10.4 in Chapter 5); Jesus seems to be 
aware of this fact too, which he demonstrates by his handling of the matter, 
but also likely due to the fact that there is no guilty man present (Exell and 
Spence, 1890-1919; Lange, 1950:270; Scott, 2000:58-59). Common sense 
tells us that adultery is not a sin that one can commit by his/herself (Bruce, 
1983:414; Carson, 2000:334; Hugenberger, 2006). To be caught “in the act” 
would suggest that the man should be present (Philips, 2001:157). 
Witherington (1990:39) describes this as a “suspicious situation.” Derrett
69 Hodges, 1980:43; Morris, 1987:292; Schnackenburg, 1998:100; Scott, 2000:59.
(1970:157-158) goes further, commenting, “If [the accusers] had been close 
enough to the event for the adultery to be unambiguous, then why had they 
not warned the couple of the consequences of their action? If they could 
have warned, and did not, then legally they would be complicit, and subject 
to the same penalties as the perpetrators themselves.” The absence of the 
man is a clear sign that malice is involved.
The test is malicious simple: Moses and the Law say that the woman 
should be stoned; do you agree or not? Whitacre (1999:205-206) suggests 
that “a certain attitude of male-chauvinism” is present in the statement in 
8:5, but the text is unclear about their views regarding gender. Either way, 
the malice seems to be directed at Jesus, though the woman is admittedly 
mistreated in this story. In regards to the trap, Jesus can choose to follow 
Moses or to not follow Moses (Malina, 1998:392). Under the Roman 
occupation, the power to rule for or against capital punishment was reserved 
exclusively for the Romans.70 John 18:31 appears to affirm this (Jackson, 
1999). If Jesus deferred to the Romans, he could be discredited as a teacher 
for neglecting the Law of Moses; if Jesus were to condone the stoning, he 
could be charged with insurrection and possibly put to death (Marsh, 
1957:685-686; Whitacre, 1999:206). Jeremias (1950:148) suggests that the 
scribes and Pharisees are coming back from receiving a Roman judgment, a 
view seconded by Brown (1996:337), but there is nothing in the passage that 
indicates this. In addition to this it seems unlikely that time would allow for 
such a trial to unfold in such a short period of time if the adultery had 
occurred the previous night. Stephen James (1979:50) argues that the 
accusers hoped that by serving as judge over this “trial” that Jesus would 
become “the scapegoat if the prescribed execution of the woman actually 
took place and was subsequently reported to the Roman authorities.” Either 
choice would doom Jesus, and thus he is held in tension between Roman and
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70 Erdman, 1944:76; Barrett, 1978:592; Brown, 1966-1970:337; Witherington, 
1990:39, 1995:364; Bryant, 1998:196. This, however, is debated. For example 
see Watson, A., 1995. The Trial o f Jesus. Athens, GA: University of Georgia 
Press, pp. 100-112; with slight modifications, Ibid, 1997. Jesus: a Profile. 
Athens, GA: University of Georgia, pp. 85. Watson accepts that at least later the 
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Jesus’ statement, “Let the one among you that is without sin be the first to throw 
a stone,” implies that the adulteress was liable to be stoned by the Jews. He notes 
Origen’s Letter 14, which informs us that as late as the third century Jews were 
putting criminals to death in accordance with the law though without Roman 
authority. See also Daube, D., 1992. The New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism. 
Salem, NH: Ayer Company (original 1956), pp. 306-307.
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Mosaic Law (Mullins, 2003:219). So, Jesus’ choice is neither. Unwilling to 
enter into this mock trial, Jesus bends down to the ground and writes with 
his finger.
As noted earlier, when it comes to Jesus’ writing on the ground, there is 
no shortage of speculation regarding what Jesus wrote on the ground, 
ranging from quotes of Jeremiah 17:3 to the Ten Commandments to the 
exact sins of the woman’s accusers. Such speculation is not fruitful, for it 
appears that the action of writing is more significant than the subject of the 
writing.71 One must assume if what Jesus wrote were significant enough 
that the text would tell us what he wrote. Jesus may be illustrating that he 
does not judge and/or the fact that he no longer wants to debate (Kruse, 
2004:200). He is able to “disassociate himself from the challenge” and put 
the accusers on the defensive (Lincoln, 2005:532). Of course, Jesus may 
also be demonstrating his fulfillment of biblical imagery in the familiar 
rituals and symbols of the Feast of Tabernacles. In writing with his finger, 
Jesus may be showing that he is similar to Moses in penning the law, but 
even more significantly that he God (see section 2.3 in Chapter 4).72 
Because only God is said to do this in the Old Testament (Hugenberger, 
2006), the author of this pericope is further demonstrating that Jesus is 
claiming to be God.
This one who claims to be God acts like God and extends mercy. The 
scribes and Pharisees continue to push Jesus for a verdict as he writes on the 
ground. Finally, Jesus stands to speak, forming the climax of the pericope 
(Culpepper, 1998:170) or the “crux of the story” as Guilding (1960:111) 
labels it. He claims that it if it is justice they want, it will be justice that 
they get. Only the sinless one can pass true judgment; everyone else must 
remain quiet in his/her own sins. Jesus’ statement, “Let the one without sin 
cast the first stone” forces all to take inventory of their own lives. Much 
like that of John 9, the accusers see the sins of others clearly, but they are 
blind to the sin in themselves. Jesus, however, suggests if you want to judge 
another, you will have to be willing to judge yourself too; if you want 
mercy, you will have to be willing to extend mercy to others. In essence, 
Jesus “pulls the rug out from under” the scribes and Pharisees and their 
mock trial (Schottroff, 1995:185). The result: the accusers appear unwilling 
to show or to receive mercy. This may be because they will have their sins 
exposed publicly as has happened to the woman, or perhaps because they 
continue to sin by refusing to believe in Jesus. So they exit...all of them.
71 Ridderbos, 1997:289; Schneider, 1999:4; Hugenberger, 2006; Keith, 2009:3.
72 Hodges, 1980:46; Baylis, 1989:180; Minear, 1991:26-27.
The slow departure rather than simultaneous departure may add a dramatic 
touch (Exell and Spence, 1890-1919). One can imagine each of them 
considering whether or not to stay, but none could bear to do so. The 
imperfect tense in the verb suggests something like a procession (Morris, 
1975:890); the accusers slowly continued to go out of Jesus presence “one 
by one” until Jesus is left alone with the woman, a woman who is hoping for 
mercy but who is likely uncertain about what will happen to her.
Finally, mercy is offered to her. Jesus’ intent in the situation appears to 
be to cause everyone to face his/her sin. The reason: Jesus wants to change 
everyone’s life, hence the command to leave a life of sin behind. He 
protects the woman by charging all with sin (Sloyan, 1988:97), but his 
charge is not meant to judge; instead it is meant to invite all to receive 
mercy. Gail O’Day (1992:637) suggests that Jesus is extending an invitation 
for the woman and the scribes and Pharisees to repent and to take up new 
lives; Thurston (1998:86) likewise comments that Jesus treats both parties in 
a similar fashion. Only the former party accepts the invitation. After the 
accusers all leave the scene due to their reluctance to face their own sins 
publicly, Jesus stands and addresses the woman with dignity. He asks her 
where her accusers are. It is difficult to know if Jesus’ response is one of 
surprise of gentle sarcasm (Brown, 1966-1970:334). Perhaps it is simply to 
lead the woman to pay attention to the fact that she and Jesus are alone. It 
may also provide pause in order to see if the woman considers Jesus to be an 
accuser. Though this is unclear, the woman’s response is not; no one has 
condemned her, for no one has remained to condemn her. Jesus agrees and 
offers no condemnation himself. Then he commands her to go live a new 
life. Brown (1966-1970:337) comments, “The delicate balance between the 
justice of Jesus in not condoning the sin and his mercy in forgiving her is 
one of the great Gospel lessons.” Mullins (2003:222) labels Jesus as the 
judge who does not judge, the one who balances forgiveness with the 
injunction not to sin.
Jesus does not condemn because there is no witness who comes forward 
(Malina, 1998:293). In fact, Jesus could not judge the woman, for he had 
not witnessed the events and without a two witnesses left behind; there is 
not legal ground for condemnation (Derrett, 1970:156-158; Rooke, 
2000:47). There are, however, grounds to judge her accusers, for Jesus has 
just witnessed their sin. These zealots, who have taken upon themselves to 
be the enforcers of the Law (in this case against the woman and Jesus), will 
be judged by the same standards they are demanding be upheld. If they 
want to condemn, they too will be condemned; if they want mercy, they 
must show mercy. The sin of adultery is spelled out, but it is Jesus who 
reminds us of other sins that violate God’s Law, whether false witness or 
unbelief, and that everyone will be held accountable for his/her sin. At the
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same, time everyone is offered grace and mercy if they will remain in Jesus’ 
presence, rather than fleeing from him. Thus, the focus of the passage 
becomes less about the controversy and more about Jesus’ attitude toward 
sinners (Schnackenburg, 1982:169).
This does not mean that the Pericope Adulterae is condoning the sin of 
adultery or any sin for that matter (Kruse, 2004:201). In fact, Morris 
(1975:891) and Macgregor (1959:213-214) both remind us that nothing is 
said about forgiveness; only mercy is offered, and Jesus offers it without 
condemnation and without comment on the Law of Moses (McRae, 
1978:109). Kysar (1986:133) suggests, “Forgiveness is followed by the 
commandment;” however, because several commentators note that Jesus 
does not offer forgiveness,73 Lewis (2005:47) may provide a better 
description of what unfolds when he says that “non-condemnation rather 
than forgiveness” is on display. The pericope is not at all about rejecting the 
Law of Moses or passing judgment, but rather about listening to the Law of 
Moses and being driven to seek mercy from the Giver of the Law, Jesus. In 
essence, the pericope is about a new Law of grace (John 1:17). Jesus is not 
nullifying the Law of Moses (Hoskyns, 1940:682-683; Erdman, 1944:77; 
Loader, 2002:435), nor is he suggesting that “every magistrate must be 
sinless to judge others, a principle that would nullify the office of judge” 
(Brown, 1966-1970:334). He is not being “soft” in his interpretation of the 
Law either, for Jesus definitely told the accusers to throw a stone (Morris, 
1987:297). i f  they could measure up to the Law’s standards for a witness 
that is. By doing so Jesus is forces everyone to be judged by the same 
standards and demonstrates that proper interpretation of the Law requires 
the ability to recognize that some portions of Torah overrule other portions 
in certain cases (Weiss, 1991:313). He does not oppose the Law, but rather 
shows its true meaning (Loader, 2002:435).
5 .0  C o n c l u s io n  o f  P r e l im i n a r y  O b s e r v a t io n s
The above translation and interpretation of John 7:53-8:11 provides a 
framework for the following discussion of the text, especially the subject of 
literary context, but also issues of Johannine style and vocabulary. The 
interpretation of the passage will provide little discussion for issues relating 
to external evidence, outside of the theories of the origin of the Pericope 
Adulterae by early Church Fathers. The exegetical work will provide 
necessary background information for discussions relating to contextual 
themes within the Gospel of John as a whole, and the Tabernacles Discourse
73 Cf. Bernard, 1976:715-721; Godet, 1969:2:84-89; Hoskyns, 1947:563-572; 
Westcott, 1980:126-127; Morris, 1995:882-891.
in particular. Such exegetical work will also be reviewed in subsequent 
discussions of the transition between John 7:52 and 8:12. Speculation 
regarding Jesus’ writing was not treated in detail above, and will likewise 
not be discussed in-depth in the work that follows. Finally, the variants 
provide little complication for discussions of context (Chapter 4); however, 
such variation will prove to be somewhat problematic for discussions of 
vocabulary (Chapter 5). The high number of variants will also lead to some 
suggestions of the questionable textual history of the passage (Chapter 6). 
All of this will be discussed in the following chapters. It is to these 
discussions that attention is now turned.
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C h a p te r  4: T h e  L ite ra ry  C o n tex t
1 .0  In t r o d u c t io n
It has been objected that the Pericope Adulterae is decidedly out of place 
because no other pericope in the Gospel of John is so “compact and 
homogenous” (Tenney, 1995:259). Such argumentation of internal evidence 
is generally presented based on the literary context and style/vocabulary. It 
is in regards to the former idea of the literary context that we begin our 
discussion in this chapter. Traditionally, John 7:1-52 has been considered to 
be the first half of this Tabernacles Discourse, and 8:12-59 the second half 
of this discourse (cf. Hoskyns, 1940:373; Quast, 1991:68; Bauckham and 
Mosser, 2007:186). Many believe that the intrusion of the Pericope 
Adulterae, 7:53-8:11, in the middle of these two chapters breaks the 
discourse in two and interrupts the flow.74 Moloney (2002:160) suggests 
that a natural connection between 7:52 and 8:12 can be maintained only 
with the removal of the pericope. Schnackenburg (1982:171) comments, 
“At one time it was occasionally thought that the Pericope Adulterae formed 
an indispensable link between the scenes in chapter 7 and 8,” but that this is 
now “an impossible view” that has been abandoned. Craig Evans (2006:85, 
91) labels the story as an “interruption to Jesus’ Tabernacles Discourse,” 
stating that it is foreign to the context. Thomas Brodie (1993:338) calls it 
“disruptive” and claims that it “obscures the delicate unity and structure of 
these two chapters.” Charles Talbert (1992:157) argues that the pericope 
“interrupts the unity of John’s narrative.” Luke Timothy Johnson 
(1999:544) claims that the pericope interrupts what would otherwise be a 
long “Christological controversy” in chapters and 7 and 8. Quimby 
(1947:26-27) adds that this is done “bluntly.” J. Ramsey Michaels 
(1995:113) claims that the unity of the Tabernacles Discourse only becomes 
apparent “once it is recognized that John 7:53-8:11 is the record of a 
separate event.” Blomberg (2001:140) suggests that the narrative reads
74 Farrar, 1879:35; Westcott and Hort, 1881:87; Davidson, 1896:514; McLachlan, 
1912:95; Bernard, 1928:715; Quimby, 1947:26-27;Temple, 1959:132; Colwell, 
1952:81-82; Macgregor, 1959:210; Richardson, 1959:112; Brown, 1966­
1970:336; Beasley-Murray, 1987:100; Ehrman, 1988:27; Comfort, 1989:145­
146; Riesenfeld, 1970:95; Schnackenburg, 1980:171; Ross, 1992:155; Yee, 
1988:77; Ridderbos, 1997:286; Barclay, 1975:257; Burge, 1984:144; O’Day and 
Hylen, 1989:89; O’Day and Hylen, 1989:89; Carson, 1991:334; Talbert, 
1992:157;Brodie, 1993:338; Tasker, 1994:110; Marrow, 1995:124; Michaels, 
1995:113; Johnson, 1999:544; Blomberg, 2001:140; Moloney, 2002:160; 
Köstenberger, 2004:108, 247; Keener, 2003:736; Lincoln, 2005:525-527; Staley, 
2005:106; Evans, 2006:85, 91.
smoothly between 7:52 and 8:12 only if the pericope is removed, a statement 
that closely mirrors that of Burge (1984:144). Köstenberger (2000:108) 
claims, “It becomes evident that 8:12 picks up where 7:52 left o ff’ once the 
pericope is removed. Beasley-Murray (1987:100) comments that the 
pericope “obscures” the Tabernacles Discourse. Wright (2004:111) takes a 
more tempered approach, suggesting that omitting the pericope allows 
chapters 7 and 8 to “flow on reasonably well.” Even some prominent 
feminist scholars, who suggest that the story of the woman caught in 
adultery may have been “suppressed” and that it is not difficult to see why it 
was associated with John 7 and 8, nevertheless claim that the story “disrupts 
the flow” (cf. O’Day and Hylen, 1989:89). Such arguments advocating that 
the pericope interrupts the context of the Tabernacles Discourse are believed 
to further strengthen what is presumed to be an already substantial case 
against the passage being original to the Fourth Gospel, based mostly on 
external evidence but also further internal evidences of non-Johannine 
vocabulary and style (Burge, 1984:141-148; Ehrman, 1988:24-44). Both of 
these lines of evidence will be discussed in the following two chapters.
While it must be acknowledged that evaluating context can be a highly 
subjective matter (Johnson, 1966:92; Harris, 1996-2006), it is essential to 
any discussion of textual criticism. As Daniel Wallace (2008:10) reminds 
us, “Internal evidence is not as subjective as one might think, and external 
evidence is not as objective as is often presumed.” Needless to say, 
discussions regarding context can be challenging. It is quite possible to find 
evidence on both sides of the argument, that the pericope interrupts the 
discourse and that it complements the discourse. In fact, scholars appear to 
be divided over this issue. As detailed in the preceding paragraph, some 
scholars boldly claim that 7:53-8:11 “seriously interrupts the flow” (Keener, 
2003:736) or that the passage fits “awkwardly” (Brown, 2003:83). Other 
scholars, however, conclude that there are no contextual problems, and even 
that these verses fit nicely by adding to the discourse (cf. Scott, 2000:55; 
Maccini, 1996:234; Keith, 2009). For example, Allison Trites (1974:146) 
agrees that there are various external textual problems, while at the same 
time indicating that she believes there to be no overriding contextual 
problems. Whitacre (1999:205) acknowledges that the style is different but 
also claims that the “substance is quite similar.” Hendricksen (1970:34) 
suggests that the story “fits very well into the present context.” Gaebelein 
(1925:155) finds the story necessary to provide a sufficient transition from 
7:52 to 8:12. Jamieson, Fausset, and Brown (1999) conclude that the 
internal evidence (including context) is “almost overpowering” in favor of 
inclusion.
Claims that the Pericope Adulterae has no contextual problems have even 
been made by those scholars holding a wide range of views on the
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authenticity of the passage, including some who consider the passage to be a 
later interpolation of non-Johannine origin, such as Schnackenburg 
(1982:171) and D. Moody Smith (1999:21-22). Similarly, Raymond Brown 
(2003:42), who though he denies the originality of John 7:53-8:11 to the 
Fourth Gospel, nevertheless states that the Gospel lacks “finish and 
organization,” leave open the possibility that the Pericope Adulterae could 
be included without interrupting and/or disrupting the context. Others, such 
as Wijngaards (1986:250), suggest that it fits well with the rest of the 
Gospel. Though Beasley-Murray (1987:144) wholeheartedly denies that the 
pericope belongs in its traditional location, he admits that the pericope has 
“a genuine sense of fitness of context.” Schnackenburg (1982:171) 
comments, “Whoever we have to thank for the insertion, it was certainly not 
done without considerable thought.”75 Lincoln (2005:527) suggests that 
though the story “disrupts the sequence in John 7-8, there was a certain logic 
to its placement.” Barnabas Lindars (1981:308) concludes that the text must 
have been inserted in the middle of the Tabernacles Discourse, because of 
contextual compatibility. Hoskyns (1940:685) comments that the pericope 
was not inserted in a “haphazard or arbitrary” way. Matson (2002:50) adds 
that the story “in many ways fits what we know of Jesus as portrayed in the 
rest of the Fourth Gospel.” Moloney (1998b:258) suggests that copyists felt 
that the pericope created the least disturbance when added between John 7 
and 8 compared with alternative locations, a view expressed by other 
scholars as well.76 Keith (2009:112), who concludes that the pericope is not 
original to the Fourth Gospel, nevertheless concludes, “The [pericope’s] 
presence at this location is neither happenstance nor inexplicable, contrary 
to the assumption of some text-critical and tradition-historical studies on the 
[pericope].”
Since there are arguments proposed for both sides regarding the 
contextual congruity of John 7:53-8:11, both sides must be addressed 
accordingly. First, those who claim that there are serious interruptions, must 
demonstrate this from a contextual perspective. To date there appears to be
75 Schnackenburg (1982:160ff) considers the entire Tabernacles Discourse to be a 
succession of different scenes about Jesus that have been grouped together 
around the Feast of Tabernacles. Beasley-Murray (1987:104) holds a similar 
view suggesting that numerous controversy scenes similar to those in Synoptic 
Gospels have been grouped together to highlight the theme of KpLOiç in the 
Tabernacles Discourse. Both theories leave room for a passage such as John 
7:53-8:11 to be included even if contextual compatibility is not perfect.
76 Cf. Becker, 1963:25; Blank, 1981:83; Schnackenburg, 1982:171; Metzger, 
1994:187-190.
no scholar who has expressly laid out for us exactly how the Pericope 
Adulterae interrupts the flow of between John 7-8. Instead general 
statements are offered claiming the necessity for Jesus’ “light of the world” 
statement in 8:12 to have occurred on the “last and greatest day” of the Feast 
of Tabernacles.77 For example, Glasson (1963:60) suggests that the 
pericope “obscures” the connection between Jesus’ statement in 8:12 and 
the Feast of Tabernacles. However, such arguments are not weighty enough 
to warrant statements of “serious interruptions,” for several scholars who 
both favor and reject the originality of the Pericope Adulterae to John’s 
Gospel believe the events of 8:12ff could have transpired some time later 
than the events that concluded in 7:52, even at a later day than the final day 
of Tabernacles. For example, though Schnackenburg (1982:162, 187) 
questions the originality of the pericope to the Gospel of John, he 
nevertheless interprets the events of 8:12ff to be associated with a period 
after Tabernacles (1982:187). Exell (1978:19-21) further concludes that the 
events of 8:12ff must be after the Feast of Tabernacles has been completed, 
though he does not demonstrate why this is so certain. Lincoln (2005:254) 
observes that it is debatable whether or not the events occur on the seventh 
or eighth day. They are not alone in this assessment, for several other 
scholars have made similar suggestions.78 These conclusions demonstrate 
that it is reasonable to assume that Jesus’ statement in 8:12 can have 
relevance within the Feast of Tabernacles, even if was not spoken on the 
seventh day of the feast, with or without the Pericope Adulterae providing 
closure to the Feast. The argument that 8:12 must be on the seventh day of 
the Feast does not adequately demonstrate how the Pericope Adulterae 
“seriously interrupts” the discourse. Any discussion regarding context must 
be more complex that this.
Similarly, the second set of statements, those that claim that John 7:53­
8:11 has no contextual difficulties, must be properly discussed as well. As 
already stated, scholars who range widely in their views regarding the origin 
of the pericope, including those who do not support the authenticity of the 
passage based on other internal and external evidential arguments, make 
claims about the contextual compatibility of the Pericope Adulterae within 
John 7-8. Malina (1998:292) argues that the passage “fits very well into the 
context of Jesus’ teaching in the Temple during the Feast of Sukkoth.”
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Beasley-Murray (1987:144) suggests that the Pericope Adulterae was 
inserted between chapters 7 and 8 because of “a genuine sense of fitness of 
context.” Numerous scholars have suggested that the Pericope Adulterae 
compliments the theme of judgment presented in 7:24 and 8:15.79 At times, 
these conclusions are tempered with statements attributing this contextual 
compatibility to scribal attempts to blend the passage into the Fourth 
Gospel.80 D. Moody Smith (1999:21-22) suggests that the pericope was 
added to remedy the apparent awkward transition between 7:52 and 8:12. 
David Parker (1997:102) claims that it may have been inserted to illustrate 
Jesus’ interpretation of the Law on given points. Much of Chris Keith’s 
dissertation (2009) is an attempt to demonstrate such contextual congruity, 
even though his ultimate conclusion is that the pericope is a later 
interpolation.
These suggestions and all the other explanations that a later scribe was 
sophisticated enough to put these twelve verses in at a place where it was so 
contextually well-suited could be seen as an admission that the Pericope 
Adulterae just may well fit the context of the Tabernacles Discourse after all 
(Johnson, 1966:96). Such statements demonstrate that John 7:53-8:11 may 
provide a more appropriate transition between 7:52 and 8:12, and that it may 
have similar themes. Unfortunately, these admissions of contextual 
agreement, however, are seldom followed with any discussion of the links 
themselves (with the possible exception of Chris Keith’s work). Instead, 
context seems to be generally pushed aside so that other more-substantial 
arguments of external evidence against the passage may be highlighted. Of 
course, those who support the passage’s inclusion in the Gospel of John 
attempt to show demonstrative proof of the contextual links between John 
7:53-8:11 and chapters 7 and 8 as well as the rest of the Gospel. Though 
there have been a few valiant attempts by some such as Alan Johnson 
(1964/1966) and Zane Hodges (1979/1980), to date no single scholar has 
been able to present an overly-convincing case for this. It is the purpose of 
the present chapter to discuss the literary contextual issues related to the 
Pericope Adulterae within is immediate context of the Tabernacles 
Discourse of John 7 and 8, along with the larger context within the Fourth
79 Cf. Blass, 1898:162; Hoskyns, 1940:675; Schilling, 1955:96-97; Marsh, 
1957:687; Brown, 1966-1970:336; Bruce, 1980:413; Ferguson, 1982:280; 
Burge, 1984:144; Keck, 1996:629; Parker, 1997:102; Scott, 2000:59; Carson, 
2000:334; Yoon, 2000; Lincoln, 2005:528.
80 Cf. Lightfoot, 1956:346-347; Johnson, 1966:96; Schnackenburg, 1982:171; 
Parker, 1997:102; Smith, 1999:21-22; Scott, 2000:55.
Gospel itself. In doing so, observations will be made in regards to the 
fitness (or lack thereof) of John 7:53-8:11 within both the micro and macro 
contexts.
2 .0  Th e  Im m e d ia  t e  C o n t e x t
2.1  P ro p er  In terpre ta tion  o f  th e L aw
The first thing to be analyzed is that of the immediate context of John 7 
and 8. While many themes might be suggested for these chapters,81 the 
most prevalent and therefore most suggested themes are the proper 
interpretation o f  the Law (Torah) and judgm ent.82 In chapters 7-8, both of 
these themes are intermingled with the Feast of Tabernacles itself, for these 
chapters make up what is known as the “Tabernacles Discourse,” a 
narrative/ discourse of teachings of Jesus during this Jewish feast. The 
Feast of Tabernacles was observed in remembrance of Israel’s Wilderness 
period following the Exodus from Egypt.83 It was immediately following 
the Exodus that the Law was given through Moses to the people of Israel, 
and it was during the Wilderness period following Moses’ receipt of the 
Law that the Law was further expounded upon and lived out. Therefore, 
Torah was very much front and center throughout the Feast of Tabernacles 
(O’Day and Hylen, 1989:90; Goodier, 2008:4). Just as in the days of 
Moses, when the people of Israel spent their days in the Wilderness, the 
people in Jesus’ day and their priests/leaders were forced to wrestle with 
God’s Law and how to properly interpret it. In fact, Torah itself instructed 
the that it should be read during the Feast of Tabernacles every seventh year:
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81 For example, Brown (2003:305) has suggested a third theme of Jesus’ 
replacement of the Jewish institutions and religious views. The immediate 
context of the Feast of Tabernacles and Jesus’ actions associated with this Feast 
certainly accords with this theme. These issues will be discussed in section 2.3 
on the Feast of Tabernacles. A fourth theme is that of “seeking and not finding,” 
as detailed by Cory (1997:100-101). A case could be made that the scribes and 
Pharisees were seeking a reason to accuse Jesus, as John 8:6 states, but found 
nothing to accuse him after Jesus outsmarted them.
82 Cf. Neyrey, 2006:137-170; New Interpreters Bible, 1955:629; Johnson, 1966:91 - 
96; Brooke, 1988:102ff; O’Day and Hylen, 1989:89; Milne, 1993:124; Cory, 
1997:102-103; Malina, 1998:293; Whitacre, 1999:204; Scott, 2000:66-67; 
Lincoln, 2005:527; Goodier, 2008:5.
83 Yee, 1988:70ff; Cory, 1997:114; Culpepper, 1998:165; Köstenberger, 2000:108; 
Mullins, 2003:205ff.
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“At the end of every seven years, at the set time in the year 
of release, at the Feast of Tabernacles, when all Israel 
comes to appear before the LORD your God at the place 
that he will choose, you shall read this Law before all Israel 
in their hearing. Assemble the people, men, women, and 
little ones, and the sojourner within your towns, that they 
may hear and learn to fear the LORD your God, and be 
careful to do all the words of this law, and that their 
children, who have not known it, may hear and learn to fear 
the LORD your God, as long as you live in the land that you 
are going over the Jordan to possess.” Deuteronomy 31:10­
13 (ESV)
Every seven years, the Law would be read before all the people that they 
might “hear” (wïmti') and “learn” (nn l') to fear the God. This was so that 
Israel could be “careful to do all the words of this law” (:nx-tn n-inn y-nTls- 
ta  nifrl w-mV). The Law and proper observance of it were a prominent part 
of the Feast of Tabernacles from the beginning, especially every seventh 
year. Any reflection on Torah would include ceremonial observances and 
civil law, which could at times include issues related to those found in the 
Pericope Adulterae such as adultery and even capital punishment.84
While every seventh year the Law was very much in focus, it is not 
difficult to imagine that the Law would work its way into the festival on an 
annual basis. It was after all due to Israel’s refusal to obey God’s 
commands that forced them to spend forty years in the Wilderness. If every 
seventh year Israel was reminded to carefully observe the Law and given an 
object lesson in what happens when you disobey God (living in booths), it is 
reasonable to conclude that every year might become a time to reflect upon 
the Law with the aim of fully observing it.
84 For example, difficulties in interpreting the Law include Moses and Aaron’s 
discussion about how to proceed with sacrifices following the death of Aaron’s 
sons in Leviticus 10. There were also the two instances where God demanded 
the death penalty on the spot in Leviticus 24:13-16 (for blasphemy) and Numbers 
15 (for violating the Sabbath). In both of these death penalty cases, though the 
Law clearly stated that these sins were punishable by death, the people of Israel 
had not been faced with a situation where they would be asked to carry it out. In 
both of these cases, God speaks to Moses and commands that the lawbreakers be 
stoned by the assembly of the people of Israel. Interestingly, the sins of 
blasphemy and violating the Sabbath are both sins which Jesus is accused of in 
the Gospel of John (5:16-18, 10:33, etc.).
The Tabernacles Discourse seems to affirm this. Jesus arrives late at the 
Feast, and soon after being identified, a disagreement ensues regarding a 
recent healing by Jesus on the Sabbath (the paralytic in chapter 5). 
Beginning in 7:19, the issue of the Law is raised explicitly for the first time. 
Jesus accuses the Jews of not “keeping the Law” (kai oUôeiç eX Umwn poiei 
ton nomon). In 7:23, he presses his accusation further, stating that the laws 
regarding the Sabbath are routinely adjusted in favor laws regarding the 
covenantal sign of circumcision. Jesus’ point appears to be that though the 
Law is to be kept meticulously, there are times when a weightier matters of 
the Law overrules lesser matters in that same Law (Weiss, 1991:313). He 
thus claims that his working on the Sabbath is overruled by the law of 
extending mercy (healing) on the Sabbath.
Later in verses 49-51 of chapter 7, the reader is allowed overhear a 
discussion amongst the Pharisees and the Temple guards regarding 
interpretation of the Law. Jesus is no longer present, but discussion of the 
Law is. After the Temple guards have failed to arrest Jesus as ordered by 
the Pharisees (7:45), the Pharisees angrily accuse these guards of being 
deceived (7:47), and they accuse the common people of not knowing the 
Law (7:49, O o^loj oUtoj O mh yinwaKwn ton notion epapatoi eiain). 
Thereby, in attributing the people’s confusion about Jesus and their 
subsequent flattery with Jesus to an improper interpretation of the Law, the 
Pharisees imply that they and the authorities alone truly know the Law 
(7:48, mh tLj ek twn apcontwn epiateuaen eij aùton h ek twn Fapiaaiwn). 
In response to this, Nicodemus speaks out in favor of the Law, emphasizing 
its requirement of due process (Malina and Neyrey, 1988:124-126). He 
asks, “Does our Law judge a man without first hearing him to find out what 
he is doing” (mh o nomoj hmwn Kpinei ton anGpwpon ean mh akoUah 
ppwton pap’ aùtou Kai gnw ti  poiei). While there is no direct quotation or 
allusion to any particular passage of Torah, it is apparent that Nicodemus is 
making an interpretation of the Law. Such passages as Deuteronomy 17:6, 
19:15, or Numbers 35:30 could be suggested, but the text indicates nothing. 
The issue of following the Law, nevertheless is very much suggested. In 
fact, chapter 7 ends with a question about the Law. The Pharisees quickly 
suppress Nicodemus’ comment by claiming that no prophet comes from 
Galilee, but his question continues to linger in the air.
Similarly, in chapter 8, the interpretation of the Law is discussed 
frequently, beginning with the Pharisees questioning Jesus’ witness 
(maptupew) of himself and his witness/testimony (maptupia) in 8:13. Jesus 
responds in defense of himself in verse 14, and in verse 17, he reminds his 
opponents that it is written “in your Law” (en tw nomw tw Umetepw) that 
two witnesses are required for valid testimony. It is unclear if Jesus is 
referencing similar passages to that of Nicodemus in chapter or not, but
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either way, Jesus seems to be doing that which Nicodemus did in pointing 
out the fact that the Jews are violating their own Law. In 8:18, Jesus states 
that the Father bears witness (maptupew) for him. In addition to this in 
8:34ff, Jesus accuses the Pharisees of failing to do as their father Abraham 
did, that is refraining from killing. Jesus thus implies that the Pharisees’ 
attempts to kill Jesus are a violation of the Law (or an improper 
interpretation of it) due to the fact that Jesus is not guilty of sin/breaking the 
Law (8:46). To kill Jesus as an innocent man is murder, and plotting murder 
and carrying it out are both direct violations of the Law as well. This is 
comparable to Jesus’ statement about the Pharisees dying “in their sins” 
(8:24, apoGaneiaGe en ta ij amaptiaij umwn ), due to their rejection of Jesus; 
this is subsequently a rejection of the Law itself, for the Law testifies on 
behalf of Jesus according the 5:39-40.85 The rejection of Jesus is a 
rejection/misinterpretation of the Law, carrying a death sentence. Finally, 
the entire end of chapter 8 is filled with discussion about Abraham, the 
preeminent Jewish patriarch, who is very prominent in much of the first 
book of Torah and who is a forerunner for all who obey the Law of God. 
The climax of the final verses of the chapter comes when Jesus claims the 
name “I AM” (egw eimi), the Law-giver who revealed himself in Exodus 
3:14ff.
When compared with this context it is easy to see that the Pericope 
Adulterae is very complimentary of this contextual theme of proper 
interpretation. A “judicial tenor” is very much present throughout (Maccini, 
1996:33). This can first be seen in 8:5 where the scribes and Pharisees bring 
the woman accused of adultery to Jesus. They state to him, “In the Law  
Moses commanded us to stone such women” (en ôe tw nomw hmin Mwuahj 
eneteilato tàç toiautaj liGaÇein), followed by the question, “What do you 
say?” (au oun ti  Aigeij). The interpretation of the Law is the emphasis of 
this mock trial, if not the entire passage. The scribes and Pharisees infer 
that they know what Moses wrote, thus claiming to have a proper 
interpretation of the Law which Moses wrote (Moloney, 1998b:260). Now 
they want to know how Jesus understands it. The “you” in the question 
“what do you say,” is most likely emphasized by its prominence at the 
beginning of the sentence in the Greek and the inclusion of the pronoun
85 John 5:39-40 follows the healing of the paralytic and presumably is the basis for 
much of the arguments regarding the Law in the Tabernacles Discourse, 
specifically chapter 7.
ou.86 As Malina (1998:293) interprets it, Jesus must “choose death as 
Moses has prescribed or choose life which is against Moses’ prescription.” 
Proper interpretation of the Law is clearly front and center. Jesus is pitted 
Moses, or more appropriately stated, Jesus is pitted against the scribes and 
Pharisees who claim  to properly understand what Moses wrote in the Law.
Likewise, one can observe Jesus’ insistence on following the Law in all 
respects. While the scribes and Pharisees are ready to stone the woman, 
Jesus first forces all to rethink their standing with the Law. When Jesus 
stands in 8:7 and instructs those who have not sinned (ana|j,aptr|toj) to cast 
the first stone at the woman, he is presumably forcing the scribes and 
Pharisees to wrestle with their own sin. This could be the current violation 
of the Law by either using this woman as pawn to falsely accuse and trap 
Jesus (Matson, 2002:51), or it could be the most common sin presented in 
the Gospel of John, refusing to accept Jesus as the Son of God.87 As van 
der Watt (2007:62) notes, “Little attention is given to specific sins in the 
Gospel, for these are “only symptoms of the deadly sin, not accepting 
Jesus.” Once again, no specific portion of the Law is detailed, but it is not 
difficult to see how passages such as Exodus 20:16, 23:1 and/or 
Deuteronomy 19:15-21, the latter of which suggests that those who bear 
false witness should receive the same punishment upon themselves that they 
were seeking to have levied against their neighbor, might be referenced.
Additionally, though the unusual presence of the scribes and the use of 
what is often considered to be a non-Johannine term (gpammateij) is often 
used to demonstrate the pericope’s dissimilarity with the Gospel of John 
(see section 3.6 in Chapter 5), the appearance of the scribes may provide 
another link with the theme of proper interpretation of the Law. This is due 
to the fact, that the scribes, though originally only copiers of the law, had by 
Jesus’ day become known as the local experts of the Law (Newman and 
Nida, 1980:258; Ferguson, 2003:518). The scribes had become the primary 
ones to whom the people looked to for proper interpretation of the Law on 
various subject matters. If we assume that the pericope is its proper place 
between 7:52 and 8:12, a perfect response to Nicodemus’ hanging question 
in 7:51 might be provided. He asked, “Does our Law condemn a man 
without first hearing him out to find out what he is doing?” The scribes
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86 Barrett, 1978:591; Barclay, 1975:259; Newman and Nida, 1980:259; Tenney, 
1981:89; Morris, 1987:295; Witherington, 1988:145 note 100; Whitacre, 
1999:210; Keith, 2009:158.
87 Godet, 1978:310; Carson, 1991:91; Loader, 2002:462; Bauckham and Mosser, 
2007:366; van der Watt, 2007:52.
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could be the very ones who have come to hear Jesus out or at least to “test 
him” (8:6). Further, it is also possible that since a meeting between the 
chief priests and Pharisees is observed in 7:45ff, it is possible that the 
scribes were among those at this meeting. If not, the scribes may have at the 
very least been contacted following the meeting. This is due to the fact that 
the chief priests were associated with the scribes in the council of elders, 
known as the Sanhedrin (Mark 15:1, Acts 5:21, Acts 6:12, etc.). It is not out 
of keeping for the Sanhedrin to be involved with the Pharisees. For example 
in John 11:47, the Pharisees and chief priests call a meeting of the 
Sanhedrin. This being the case, it is quite likely that in earlier instances like 
that of John 7 and 8, there may have been some involvement between all 
three parties: the scribes, the chief priests, and the Pharisees. In fact, the 
potential plot devised at the end of chapter 7 could have been the uniting 
factor that allowed these parties to work together so easily later in chapter 
11. This is, of course, speculation, but such connections could provide not 
only sufficient reasoning to explain why the term ypammateij appears in the 
Pericope Adulterae, but also for the term ppeaßutepoj as well. Further, it 
may actually further provide greater connection between the pericope and 
the surrounding context of the Tabernacles Discourse, for the council or 
assembly of elders is virtually synonymous with Sanhedrin as Acts 5:21 
details.88 Thus the presence of the scribes in John 7:53-8:11 fits well with 
the larger context of the Tabernacles Discourse’s debates about the Law. At 
the very least, the presence of the term ypammateîj should not be 
overemphasized, for there is great variance in terms used to describe those 
who oppose Jesus in the Gospel as a whole and in the Tabernacles 
Discourse in particular (cf. oi ’Iouôaioi, Fapiaaioj, oi apciepeij, upripetrj, 
oi apciepeij Kai Fapiaaioj, and apciepeuj).
When this is added to the fact the events of the Pericope Adulterae 
appear to take place in the Temple’s outer courts (John 8:2, 8:20)(Hodges, 
1980:49-50; Newbigin, 1982:92), the usual dwelling place of the scribes 
(Carson, 2000:334), the argument is only further strengthened in favor of 
similar context between John 7:53-8:11 and chapters 7-8. Thus we find that 
not only does the Pericope Adulterae contain one of the two major themes of 
the surrounding context of the Tabernacles Discourse, but also that this 
contextual link may also remove some of the force of the “non-Johannine” 
vocabulary arguments against the passage for the term ypammateij. The 
question that is presented to Jesus is 8:5 is completely founded in the idea of
88 It should be noted that this connection does not provide for Lukan ties, for Acts 
5:21 uses the term yepouaia for the “assembly of elders” rather than the more 
Johannine term ppeaßutepoj.
proper interpretation of the Law, and Jesus’ corresponding actions are 
likewise based on proper interpretation of this Law. In the end, Jesus 
further demonstrates a proper interpretation in the Pericope Adulterae by 
taking a stand against “dual morality and discriminatory law” (Mathew, 
1984:52); he refuses to allow the scribes and Pharisees to judge the woman 
by the Law if the accusers themselves will not by judged by the same Law. 
The Pericope Adulterae demonstrates contextual compatibility with the 
Tabernacles Discourse based on the shared theme of proper interpretation of 
the Law. While many scholars note that interpretation of the Law plays a 
major part in the pericope, few appear willing to concede that this 
demonstrates compatibility with the rest of the Gospel, outside of a few 
comments that the insertion of the passage here may have been in 
connection with 7:24 and 8:15;89 such comments could be seen as an 
admission that the Pericope Adulterae finds contextual congruity on the 
issue of the proper interpretation of the Law.
2 .2  J u d g m en t
A second major theme running through John 7-8 is that of judgment, 
specifically correct judgment. This theme is related to proper interpretation 
of the Law, but it also different in that it might better be understood as a 
proper interpretation of people  and their actions as opposed to the Law 
itself. Several commentators have noted the strong forensic patterns that are 
evident in these chapters,90 but one does not have to be a legal expert to see 
that the judgment theme permeates these chapters. Luke Timothy Johnson 
(1999:545) claims that these chapters resemble a “judicial cross­
examination.” Witherington (1995:168) suggests that Jesus is once again 
“on trial” in these chapters. Neyrey (1996:107) argues that the logic of 
these chapters only makes sense when one reads them in light of “typical 
forensic proceedings.” Lincoln (2000:82ff) comments that the trial-like 
nature of chapters 7 and 8 is simply another example of an overall trail- 
motif presented throughout the Fourth Gospel.
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89 Cf. Blass, 1898:162; Hoskyns, 1940:675; Schilling, 1955:96-97; Marsh, 
1957:687; Brown, 1966-1970:336; Bruce, 1980:413; Ferguson, 1982:280; 
Burge, 1984:144; Keck, 1996:629; Parker, 1997:102; Scott, 2000:59; Carson, 
2000:334; Yoon, 2000; Lincoln, 2005:528.
90 Cf. Dodd, 1953b:352; Derrett, 1964:1-26; Brown, 1966-1970:333; Maccini, 
1996:33, 41; Meeks, 1967:305ff; Trites, 1974:140, 143; Godet, 1978:647; 
Lindars, 1981:308; Beasley-Murray, 1987:144; Koester, 1990:22-23; Michaels, 
1995:132; Morris, 1995:887; Witherington, 1995:168; Neyrey, 1996:107-124; 
Johnson, 1999:545; Lincoln, 2000:82ff; Scott, 2000:66; Keith, 2009:164, 189.
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Terms associated with judgment and forensic process such as Kpinw 
(7:24, 7:51, 8:15, 8:16, 8:26, and 8:50), Kpiaij (7:24 and 8:16), maptupia 
(8:13, 8:14, and 8:17), maptupew (7:7, 8:13, 8:14, and 8:18), and nomoj 
(7:19, 23, 49, 51, 8:17) appear frequently throughout the discourse; 
however, it is possible that the most direct statements linking these chapters 
to a judgment theme are found in 7:24 and 8:15. In both verses, Jesus 
directly accuses the Pharisees are judging by “outward appearances” (ofij) 
and “the flesh/human standards” (aapX). In these two statements, when 
Jesus suggests that his opponents are judging improperly based on human 
perspectives instead of making a “right judgment” (7:24, ôiKaian Kpiain), he 
is contrasting them with himself. The implication is that Jesus judges 
appropriately in accordance with the way that God judges, by the heart (cf. 
Deuteronomy 8:2, 1 Samuel 16:7, Jeremiah 11:20). There is likely also 
some connection to proper interpretation of the Law intended in Jesus 
instruction to judge things properly. If the Law were rightly understood to 
testify on behalf of Jesus as indicated in John 5:39-40 (the chapter that has 
likely led to the controversy in the Tabernacles Discourse) and that a 
rejection of Jesus (which would include a rejection of the Law that testifies 
on behalf of Jesus as well) condemns all men as sinners,91 perhaps people 
would be more hesitant to cast judgment on others. This proves to be the 
case in John 8:7ff; once Jesus points out what the Law really says to the 
scribes and Pharisees they all flee refusing to judge.
Jesus, in contrast to his opponents, is presented as the one who judges 
properly, because his judgments are in agreement with those of the Father. 
He claims that he does not judge alone but with the Father who sent him 
(monoj ouk eimi a i l ’ eyw Kai o pemfaj me pathp) in 8:16. Later in 8:50, 
Jesus identifies the Father as the judge. God the Father, who has given the 
Law and who judges according to the heart rather than by outward 
appearances, is the true judge. Because Jesus has been sent by the Father 
and stands united with him in his judgment, Jesus thereby judges properly as 
well. Like Father, like Son.
In addition to this, the theme of judgment is expressed frequently in these 
chapters via the idea of “refraining” from judgment until witnesses and/or 
testimony has been heard. Such examples include 7:24, 7:51, 8:13, 8:15, 
8:18, and 8:26. In 7:24, Jesus demands, “Do not judge according to outward 
appearances” (mh Kpinete Kat’ o f in). In other words, dig deeper before you 
so quickly jump to a verdict. Similarly in 7:51, Nicodemus appeals to the
91 The Gospel of John presents all men as sinners. For example, 3:19-21 and 12:46 
indicate the men are naturally in darkness and will remain this way until Jesus 
(the light) breaks in and frees them.
Pharisees that they should find out more about Jesus before judgment is 
passed. When he asks, “Does our Law condemn anyone without first 
hearing him to find out what he is doing?,” Nicodemus proves to be correct 
in suggesting that a person has the right to due process according to the Law 
(cf. Numbers 35:30, Deuteronomy 17:6, 19:15), thereby showing proper 
restraint (Malina and Neyrey, 1988:124-126). Even more significant is the 
Pharisees’ challenge of Jesus in 8:13; here they claim that his testimony is 
not valid because Jesus is testifying for himself. The implication is that 
further testimony is needed if Jesus’ testimony is going to be corroborated. 
In response, Jesus claims to “judge no one” in 8:15 (eyw ou Kpinw ousena), 
showing his restraint from judging; he also responds by claiming that he is 
not alone in his testimony. The Father bears witnesses for Jesus as well 
(8:18). Finally in 8:26, Jesus states that he has much to say about the Jews 
and much to judge, which he does not plan to elaborate on (at least until he 
is pressed to do so in 8:33ff), thus further refraining from passing judgment.
With all this discussion about proper judgment, the Tabernacles 
Discourse actually provides an example of improper judgment, in addition 
to false judgment and misunderstanding of who Jesus is. It is as Neyrey 
(1996:120, 2006:137-170) suggests, that the entire discourse reads as an 
escalating series of challenges against Jesus stemming from improper 
judgment and restraint. Following Nicodemus’ seemingly appropriate 
suggestion to give Jesus a hearing before judgment is passed, the Pharisees 
wrongly conclude that no prophet has arisen from Galilee in 7:52.92 
Perhaps in rushing to judgment, the Pharisees had forgotten about the 
Galilean prophet, Jonah, who according to 2 Kings 14:25 arose out of 
Gethhepher (rpnn nan rti.a a'ian '’nnx~p h?v)(Koester, 2002:134). It is also 
possible that Nahum was from another village in Galilee (Nahum 1:1) and 
that Elijah was from Thisbe, also in Galilee as indicated in 1 Kings 17:1 
(Smothers, 1958:110; Godet, 1978:643).
In light of this, several suggestions might be offered to explain the 
apparent mistake on the part of the Pharisees: (1) The anarthrous noun, 
ppofhthj, in 7:52 is a reference to the prophet of Deuteronomy 18:15, not 
simply one of the prophets, (2) in the heat of anger the members of the 
Sanhedrin simply overlooked the facts, (3) the Pharisees are deliberately 
distorting the facts in order to make their case against Jesus, or (4) this 
simply reflects a bias that the Pharisees had against the Galileans. All are 
plausible and one cannot be entirely certain what was intended, but the first 
suggestion seems least likely. Though some in the crowd suggested this
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92 Macgregor, 1959:210; Bultmann, 1971:312 note 1; Westcott, 1980:125; 
Moloney, 1998b:255; Wright, 2004:109; Waetjen, 2005:233.
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(7:40), there has been no comparison made between Jesus and “the Prophet” 
in any of the discussions regarding the leadership; instead, following 
Nicodemus question, they seem to be arguing over whether or not Jesus is 
any sort o f  prophet who deserves a hearing. It seems more likely that one of 
the latter three suggestions is correct. If so, a noteworthy example of how 
rushing into judgment can lead to improper judgment is provided in what 
Talbert (1992:157) suggests it is either “stupidity” or “culpability.” Here 
some of the most prominent keepers of the Law have misspoken, either 
deliberately, incorrectly, or with a racial bias about the Law that they so 
highly treasured. Either way no due process is to be offered to Jesus.
Then again, if John 7:53-8:11 were indeed properly located in the middle 
of the Tabernacles Discourse, the events of the Pericope Adulterae may in 
fact be the Pharisees’ attempt (though a deceitful one) to give Jesus this due 
process of Law. While there is still plenty of time in the Gospel for a similar 
trap to occur, one cannot ignore the close proximity by which the 
entrapment scene of the Pericope Adulterae unfolds with the surrounding 
context. If the story is original to its current location in the Gospel, the 
Pharisees are doing what had just been suggested by one of their own in the 
verses immediately preceding. In questioning Jesus, the Pharisees, along 
with the scribes, who were generally regarded as the experts of the Law in 
Jesus’ day (Barclay, 1975:258; Keener, 2003:737), attempt to catch Jesus in 
error in interpreting the Law. This due process, however, is really intended 
to be a trap, as we are told in 8:6. In doing so, they hope to discredit him 
and give themselves warrant to have him seized and/or executed, the very 
thing that they had hoped to do earlier in chapter 7. No matter how Jesus 
responds (or so his opponents thought) he would be trapped. The scribes 
and Pharisees planned to force Jesus into breaking either the Mosaic Law by 
acquitting the woman, thus discrediting himself with the people, or the 
Roman law by commanding capital punishment, thus facing the Roman law 
himself (Morgan, 1934:148; Witherington, 1990:39, 1995:364; Keener, 
2003:737).93 As it has been said, “The Law of Moses and the Law of
93 It is questionable whether or not the Jews would have been able to carry out a 
stoning if Jesus had been caught violating the Law (McRae, 1978:108; Barrett, 
1978:592), due to the fact that the Romans may have taken away the Sanhedrin’s 
right to impose capital punishment around this time in 30 A.D (Erdman, 1944:76; 
Brown, 1966-1970:337; Ridderbos, 1997:288; Schneider, 1997:2). The Talmud 
seems to point to this (b. Sabb. 15 a; b. Sanh. 41a; b. Abod. Zar. 8 a); however, 
there is no evidence that this was carried out (McLachlan, 1920:275-276). John 
18:31 seems to affirm this. Still, the trap remains. Likewise, this scenario is in 
agreement with other encounters in the Gospel of John where Jesus’ opponents 
sought to kill him (5:18, 7:19-20, 7:25, 8:37, and 8:40) or even stone him (8:59,
Caesar clash” here in the text (Holmes and Winfeld, 2003:161). Jesus is 
placed in tension between Roman and Mosaic Law (Mullins, 2003:219). 
Jeremias (1950:148) and Brown (1996:337) both suggest that the scribes 
and Pharisees are coming back from receiving a Roman judgment, but there 
is nothing in the passage that indicates this; in addition to this it seems 
unlikely that time would allow for such a trial to unfold in such a short 
period of time if the pericope is indeed located within the proper context. 
Yoon (2000) argues that Jesus’ statement, “Has no one condemned you?” 
seems to go against this explanation. In either case, the trap seems clear. 
Jesus must choose to side with Moses (and thus with the scribes and 
Pharisees as well) or with Rome.
It can also be observed that in addition to improper judgment regarding 
the identity of Jesus and the fact that Galilean prophets have been used by 
God, the scribes and Pharisees demonstrate another example of improper 
judgment in the Pericope Adulterae. Torah demands that both parties guilty 
of adultery were to be stoned (Leviticus 20:10), yet only the woman is 
brought to trial. This is a clear violation of the Law. As several have noted, 
adultery is not a sin that can be committed alone.94 It is not easy to see how 
the man could have avoided capture along with the woman, unless a 
deliberate trap had been set (Morris, 1987:293). To be caught “in the act” 
(autofwpoj) would suggest that the man should be present (Philips, 
2001:157). Witherington (1990:39) appropriately describes this as a 
“suspicious situation.” Derrett (1970:157-158) further asks, “If [the 
accusers] had been close enough to the event for the adultery to be 
unambiguous, then why had they not warned the couple of the consequences 
of their action? If they could have warned, and did not, then legally they 
would be complicit, and subject to the same penalties as the perpetrators 
themselves.” The absence of the man is a clear sign that malice is involved, 
along with improper judgment. This event proves to be yet another example 
of the Pharisees judging based upon false motives.
Finally concerning this theme of judgment, one can observe roles being 
reversed in many scenes of the Tabernacles Discourse (Cory, 1997:102; 
Neyrey, 2006:143-144). “Jesus-the-accused honorably turns the tables on 
his accusers and conducts his own trial on them” (Neyrey, 1996:108). 
While Jesus appears to be on trial from the beginning stages of the discourse 
(7:15-23), he later turns the situation around on his interrogators placing
114
10:31, and 11:8), and thus may be Johannine. Acts 7 may further confirm that 
stoning was still practiced (Schottroff, 1995:184).
94 Bruce, 1979:414; Carson, 2000:334; Morris, 1987:293; Hugenberger, 2006; 
Jones, 2008:26.
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them on trial, essentially transforming the trial from one regarding the 
woman’s punishment to a question about the scribes and Pharisees’ ability 
to judge (Barrett, 1978:591). Beginning in 7:24, Jesus starts questioning 
them about their standards. If the Pharisees are going to judge Jesus, it is 
going to have to be according the “right standards.” This is followed by 
Jesus’ justifying himself as the one sent by God from heaven, the one who 
can properly judge (7:28, 7:33, and 7:34). Similarly in 8:13, the Pharisees 
begin to again place Jesus on trial, claiming that Jesus’ own testimony is 
invalid. Jesus thus defends himself claiming to have “true testimony” (8:14, 
aih0hj eatin h maptupia mou), that the Father testifies on his behalf as well 
(8:16 and 8:18, maptupei pepi emou o pemfaj me pathp), and that he is from 
above/heaven (8:14, 8:16, 8:21, and 8:23).
A shift occurs, however, when Jesus claims “I have much to say in 
judgment of you” in 8:26. The positions of accuser and defendant are 
suddenly reversed. Jesus does not immediately begin making claims about 
his accusers, but rather teaches further regarding himself. This happens 
until the Pharisees object to his claim to make people free in 8:32, 
responding that they have never been slaves (8:33). It is in this statement 
that Jesus once again turns the tables on his accusers as he points out their 
sin. Jesus claims that the Pharisees are enslaved (8:34), law-breakers (8:37 
and 8:39-40), liars (8:44), murderers (8:44), and sons of the devil (8:38 and 
8:44). He insinuates that the Jews prove that Satan, the father of murder and 
lies, is their father by imitating the things that he does. Lying is 
demonstrated by their false motives in 7:53-8:11 and murder is 
demonstrated in their frequent attempts to kill Jesus in the Tabernacles 
Discourse. In an instant, Jesus is not the one on the receiving end of the 
accusations; now Jesus is himself making the accusations.
All of this blends nicely with the storyline of the Pericope Adulterae, for 
in this passage the very ones who place the woman and Jesus on trial, 
become the ones being cross-examined by the end of the story. As Lincoln 
(2005:532) suggests, “Jesus’ repetition of non-verbal response enables Jesus 
to disassociate himself from his opponents’ challenge and puts them on the 
defensive.” While Jesus does not make any direct verbal accusations 
against his accusers in 7:53-8:11, he does challenge his accusers to defend 
themselves. Anyone who is going to be willing to cast a stone is going to 
have defend his sinlessness (8:7).
In all, it is not difficult to see the theme of judgment running throughout 
chapters 7 and 8 and in the Pericope Adulterae. Even scholars like Brown 
(1966-1970:336), Pryor (1992:40), and Hoskyns (1940:571), who do not 
hold John 7:53-8:11 to be original to the Gospel of John, seem concede this 
point; each references the fact that Jesus’ restraint from judgment is 
highlighted in the pericope. The woman is brought to Jesus to be judged,
and the accusers appear hopeful that Jesus will be judged by his 
involvement in the woman’s “trial.” Whether or not the scribes and 
Pharisees were concerned about a just verdict in the woman’s case, they 
certainly were seeking to have Jesus judged, either by the standards of the 
Law of Moses or by Roman standards (Witherington, 1990:39, 1995:364; 
Keener, 2003:737). Jesus, however, refrains from judgment and turns the 
tables on these scribes and Pharisees, forcing his and the woman’s accusers 
to judge themselves without himself passing judgment on the woman.95 
The story of the woman caught in adultery serves as both an example of 
proper judgment on Jesus’ part, of improper judgment on the part of the 
scribes and Pharisees, and of refraining from judgment all at the same time. 
The Pericope Adulterae includes some of the common forensic terminology 
that is included in the Tabernacles Discourse such as nomoj (8:5) and Kpinw 
(8:10 and 8:11).96 The Greek construction of 8:4 (auth h gunh 
KateilhPtai ep’ autofwpw moiceuomenh) seems to indicate that the accusers 
were making a legal claim (Evans, 2006:92). Similarly, there is a 
demonstration of refraining from judgment that is frequently demonstrated 
in the larger discourse of chapters 7 and 8; Jesus neither judges the woman 
nor the scribes and Pharisees. Instead he acquits the former party and forces 
the latter party to judge themselves. Schottroff (1995:185) claims that Jesus 
“pulls the rug out from under” the accusers and their mock trial. In causing 
the scribes and Pharisees to judge themselves, Jesus also turns the tables on 
these accusers in a role-reversal of sorts that is likewise common in the 
Tabernacles Discourse. While many scholars note that refraining from 
judgment is demonstrated in John 7:53-8:11, similar to the above theme of
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95 One could make a case that though Jesus does not pass judgment on the woman, 
he does in some sense “judge” her as a sinner by instructing her to “sin no more” 
(v. 11), but this may even add to the contextual links of the passage with chapters 
7 and 8. Jesus’ language in the Tabernacles Discourse can be confusing because 
as we have already seen, he claims not to judge (8:15) and to judge validly 
(8:16)(O’Day and Hylen, 1989:90-91). Because judgment from God is not 
through Jesus, but rather based on one’s response to Jesus, Jesus can claim to 
both judge and not judge (Loader, 1992:104-105; Keith, 2009:139). Further, 
Jesus indicates that he has come to save not judge (3:16-17); however, Jesus will 
judge if cases are brought before him. While he does not seek out judgment, he 
does nevertheless judge those who bring issues before him, such as his judgment 
of the Pharisees in chapter 8 and 9, as well as the woman along with the scribes 
and Pharisees in 7:53-8:11.
96 In the Pericope Adulterae, the term Kpinw is with the added prefix Kata (8:10 and 
8:11). While this is a slight variation from the standard verb Kpinw, it is 
nonetheless connected with a forensic theme. See section 3.8.6 in Chapter 5.
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proper interpretation of the Law, few appear willing to concede that this 
demonstrates compatibility with the rest of the Gospel, outside of a few 
comments that the insertion of the passage here may have been in 
connection with 7:24 and 8:15;97 such comments are likely an admission 
that the Pericope Adulterae finds contextual congruity in the theme of 
judgment. Overall, it appears that the Pericope Adulterae demonstrates 
further contextual compatibility with between chapters 7 and 8 in regards to 
proper judgment in addition to that of proper interpretation of the Law.
2 .3  T he F ea s t o f  T abernacles
Of course, in any discussion about the context of John 7-8, issues relating 
to the Feast of Tabernacles must be addressed, though this is not so much 
contextual theme as it is the setting of the narrative. According to such 
passages as Leviticus 23:34-44 and Deuteronomy 16:13-15, the Feast of 
Tabernacles (also known as the Feast of Booths, Feast of Shelters, Feast of 
Succoth, Feast of Sukkoth, and Feast of Ingathering, etc.) is a seven-day 
feast beginning on 15 Tishri (the month from September 20 to October 19), 
following the grape and olive harvest; an eighth day of rest was added for 
people to come together for worship and sacrifice before returning to their 
homes.98 The eighth day has also been considered to be a separate holy day, 
Shemini Atzeret, marking the end of Tabernacles and providing an 
additional day in the Jerusalem for those whom had made the pilgrimage 
there (Eisenburg, 2004:227). Neyrey (2006:136) explains, “Because 
Tabernacles was basically a harvest feast, the rituals pertinent to that Feast 
correspond to the basic necessities of an agricultural community: a prayer 
for the winter rains (water) and for the renewal of sunlight (light).” These 
two images of water and light figure prominently in the Feast of Tabernacles 
in relation to the harvest, but also in relation to Exodus.99 Though 
Tabernacles was initially a time of thanksgiving and petition, it was later 
given additional redemptive significance in keeping with such passages as 
Zechariah 9-14100 (and Hosea 2)(Yee, 1988:72,76) that commemorated
97 Cf. Brown, 1966-1970:336; Keck, 1996; Parker, 1997:102; Scott, 2000:59; 
Carson, 2000:334; Yoon, 2000.
98 Schauss, 1961:170; Ferguson, 2003:559-560; Yee, 1988:70; Grabbe, 2000:142.
99 König, 1906:660-61; Jacobs, 1971:499-500; Brown, 1966-1970:326-329; 
Witherington, 1995:170.
100 Pancaro, 1975:480; Brown, 1966-1970:343-344; Newbigin, 1982:91; 
Köstenberger, 2000:109; Eisenburg, 2004:227.
Israel’s forty years in the Wilderness/desert (O’Day and Hylen, 1989:80; 
Ferguson, 2003:559). Zechariah 14:16-19 provides a warning of judgment 
for those who do not celebrate the Feast (Cory, 1997:114-115); Hosea 2 
explains God’s disgust with the empty ritual that was taking place at many 
festivals, including Tabernacles (Yee, 1988:72).
During the main seven days of the Feast, the Jews lived in tents/booths, 
called sukkahs (nKo), and various rituals were carried out drawing upon the 
experiences of Israel’s Wilderness period (Baylis, 1989:175; Grabbe, 
2000:142; Eisenburg, 2004:228-229). Observances included a procession of 
the people carrying palm branches and citrons which were waved overhead 
during the daily singing of Hallel (Psalm 113-118) as an expression of joy 
(Schauss, 1961:175-186; Eisenburg, 2004:233). Each morning the priests 
would bring water from the fountain of Siloam and poured it out as a 
libation on the altar.101 On the seventh day the priests marched around the 
altar seven times, praying for rain during the ensuing rainy season. Several 
large menorahs were set up around the Temple courts and kept burning each 
night; according to Mishnah Sukkah 5.3, the light from these menorahs was 
said to have lit up “every courtyard in Jerusalem” (Moore, 1927:44-47; 
Dodd, 1953b:349; Matson, 2002:49). Dancing and pipe playing began in 
the evenings and usually lasted most of the night (Schauss, 1961:183-184) 
(Witherington, 1995:170). The Levites chanted the Psalms of Ascent (120­
134), one for each of the steps between the Court of Israel and the Court of 
Women. The Talmud describes the festival as follows:
At the end of the first day of the festival, they descended to 
the Court of Women where...there were three golden 
candlesticks with four golden bowls on top of each and four 
ladders leading up to them. Four youths drawn from 
priestly stock held jars of oil...which they poured into the 
bowls. From the worn-out under-garments of the priests 
they made wicks, and with them they kindled the lamp; and 
there was not a courtyard in Jerusalem that was not 
illuminated by the light. Men of piety and good deeds used 
to dance with lighted torches in their hands and sing songs 
and praises. And Levites without numbers with harps, 
lyres, cymbals, and trumpets and other musical instruments 
were there upon the fifteen steps leading down from the 
Court of the Israelites to the Court of Women,
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101 Moore, 1927:43-48; Dodd, 1953b:348-349; Schauss, 1961:181-182; Eisenburg, 
2004:236.
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corresponding to the fifteen Songs of Ascents in the 
Psalm...and sang songs. As dawn arose, two Kohanim 
would blow trumpets and descend the steps, sounding blasts 
when they came to the tenth step and once again when they 
reached the Court of Women. Arriving at the eastern gate 
of the Temple, they would turn to the west, facing the 
Temple itself, and proclaim ‘Our Fathers who were in this 
place [stood] with their backs toward the Temple of the 
Lord, and their faces toward the east, and they worshipped 
the sun toward the east. But as for us, our eyes are turned to 
the Lord [we belong to God]’” (Sukkoth 51a-b, translation 
by Eisenburg, 2004:236-237).
As stated earlier, the Law was clearly on the hearts and minds of the 
people of Israel during this beloved of celebration, bringing life to various 
descriptions of Torah found through out Hebrew scriptures, as a cycle of 
Torah readings in the synagogue also was conducted at Tabernacles 
(Ferguson, 2003:559). The seventh day of the festival, Simchat Torah, the 
day preceding Shemini Atzeret, actually served as the completion of the 
annual Torah readings (Schauss, 1961:185-186; Eisenburg, 2004:227, 231, 
240-243). Throughout the Feast, Torah is presented as light using such 
psalms as 19:8, 119:105 (O’Day and Hylen, 1989:90), as well as being 
demonstrated to be like water to the soul (cf. Psalm 119:116). Even the 
Temple itself, where the lighting and water libation ceremonies were 
conducted, served to remind the people of Torah, for Solomon’s Temple 
had been dedicated during the Feast of Tabernacles (1 Kings 8). All of this 
made the Feast of Tabernacles one of, if not the most popular festival with 
the people (Newman and Nida, 1980:3; Ferguson, 2003:559; Mullins, 
2003:205-206). According to Josephus (Antiquities VIII iv. 1#100), 
Tabernacles had become “especially important to the Hebrews” by the first 
century A.D. (Brown, 1966-1970:315ff).
If the Pericope Adulterae is to find a sufficient home within chapters 7-8, 
it will have to blend well with themes and setting of the Feast of 
Tabernacles. Right from the beginning of the passage, we are told that 
“everyone went to his own home” (7:53). This is what one would expect to 
occur at the end of the Feast. After seven days of living in booths, the 
people would return to their own homes and to resume normal life once 
again. However, it might be objected at this point that if this were actually 
the end of the Feast that there would be no one around for the events of 
7:53-8:11 and more importantly for the remaining events of chapter 8, such 
as Jesus’ “I am the light of the world” statement in 8:12. At the same time it 
must remembered that the eighth day of rest would provide opportunity for
these events, since many people would likely remain for the eighth day’s 
time of worship and sacrifice associated with Shemini Atzeret (Lange, 
1950:269; Eisenburg, 2004:239-240). This would especially be the case if 
people had far to travel home; the day of rest would presumably not be the 
day pilgrims would want to make this trip home. Instead, pilgrims might 
want to take advantage of this eighth day to regain their strength after a 
week of intense celebration. Philips (2001:156) suggests that perhaps some 
of those who did not live in close proximity were coming to catch one final 
glimpse before the return home, though this may be seen as speculative. 
Whatever the reason, one would expect that there would still be several 
people who remained in town for the events that would follow. Even 
assuming a worst case scenario where all pilgrims left, there were people 
who lived in Jerusalem, including the scribes and Pharisees, who would be 
present on the eighth day. At the very least, it can observed that Jesus’ 
statement in 8:12 does not necessarily have to have been made on the same 
day as the events of chapter 7, “the last and greatest day of the Feast.” 
Several scholars concede this point.102 This issue will figure into later 
discussions, but for now it should be sufficient to say that there is nothing in 
the Pericope Adulterae or the verses that follow in chapter 8 that would 
negate the possibility of the Feast of Tabernacles ending at 7:53 with the 
people returning to their own homes.
In contrast to the people who “went to their own homes,” Jesus is said to 
have gone to the “Mount of Olives” in 8:1 (Tenney, 1981:89).103 The 
Mount of Olives is a hill about three kilometers long running north to south, 
lying east of Jerusalem across the Kidron Valley, named for the large 
number of olive trees that grew on it (Barrett, 1978:591; Newman and Nida, 
1980:257; Louw and Nida, 1988). Though the phrase to opoj tWn elaiwv 
has been labeled as more Lukan than Johannine (see section 3.1 in Chapter 
5), there may actually be a contextual link with Zechariah 14 of the 
Septuagint that provides explanation for the appearance of the phrase. As 
stated above, Zechariah 14 provides much of the backdrop for the later
120
102 Cf. Lange, 1950:269; Exell, 1978:19-21; Schnackenburg, 1982:187; Michaels, 
1983:130; Morris, 1995:386.
103 Marcus Dods (1897:775) suggests that Jesus lodged at the home of Lazarus 
somewhere on the Mount of Olives, but he provides no evidence for such an 
interpretation. Because it appears that the author of this passage intended to 
highlight Jesus’ homelessness, this suggestion is not likely correct.
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redemptive themes that came to be associated with the Tabernacles Feast;104 
this appears to be the case well before the first century (Thielman, 
1999:101). For example, in Zechariah 14:8, “living water” is promised to 
flow out of Jerusalem on the day of the LORD, which could provide some of 
the background for the water libation ritual of the Feast.105 Because 
Zechariah 14 served as the traditional lection read for the Feast of 
Tabernacles (Dodd, 1953b:350), it is likely that Jesus’ claim to be the source 
of living water in John 7:37-38 is drawn from this text (Newbigin, 1982:91; 
Eisenburg, 2004:227, 236).106 Similarly in Zechariah 14:3-4, the LORD 
promised to come and fight for his people and to stand on to opoj twn 
elaiwv, referring to the Messiah.107 If the Pericope Adulterae is justly 
situated in its traditional location, it is interesting that Jesus is said to have 
spent the night on this mountain that is packed with eschatological 
significance that night after making such statements as the one found in 
John 7:37-38 (Baylis, 1989:176; Moloney, 1996:235; Cory, 1997:114). At 
the very least, the author of the passage may be drawing upon certain themes 
of wandering and homelessness associated with Tabernacles (Eisenburg, 
2004:236). It is also possible that this is another instance of Johannine irony 
(see section 11.4 in Chapter 5).
Another Old Testament passage giving significance to the Feast is Hosea 
2:14-23. This is due to the fact that both this passage in Hosea and the Feast 
of Tabernacles relate to Israel’s time in the Wilderness (Yee, 1988:72). 
Throughout the book of Hosea, Hosea’s marriage to the prostitute, Gomer, is 
compared to God’s relationship with his covenant people, Israel (Mays, 
1969:9; Macintosh, 1997:xciv-xcv). The marriage union between God and 
Israel is said to have taken place at the Exodus where God rescued “his 
bride” from Egypt. The honeymoon was to be the trip into the Promised 
Land of Canaan, but instead Israel rebelled and was sent into the 
Wilderness. Though not the ideal situation, this Wilderness period proved
104 Hanson, 1991:62, 96ff; Baylis, 1989:176; Keener, 2003:736; Cory, 1997:114­
115; Köstenberger, 2000:109; Klein, 2008:403-404.
105 Dodd, 1953b:348-349; Newbigin, 1982:91; Matson, 2002:49; Eisenburg, 
2004:227, 236.
106 There are admittedly other LXX passages from which the background of Jesus’ 
statement in John 7:37-38 can be made, such as Ezekiel 47, but this does not 
minimize Zechariah 14’s connection with Jesus’ words.
107 Baylis, 1989:176 note 16; Cory, 1997:114-115; Köstenberger, 2000:10; Keener, 
2003:736.
to be the honeymoon where both the bride and groom learned to live with 
one another. Hosea 2:14-23 is full of God’s promises to receive Israel back 
in spite of her unfaithfulness, freeing her from the Wilderness as an act of 
redemption. This idea of redemption from the Wilderness is a theme that 
was celebrated during the Feast of Tabernacles (Cory, 1997:114). The 
seven (plus one) days of the festival commemorated the blessings of the 
marriage between God and Israel (Eisenburg, 2004:228, 243). At 
Tabernacles, the Jews were constantly reminded of this relationship where 
they longed for God’s favor to be restored that he might dwell among them 
(tabernacle, aKr|vow). By Jesus’ day much of this hope may have been 
focused on liberation from Roman oppression, though the idea of a greater 
eschatological hope most likely remained as well.
When the Pericope Adulterae is compared with this theme, it is 
interesting that the issue of adultery parallels what is found in Hosea. The 
most notable connection may be with chapter 3 where Hosea is asked to 
purchase or redeem his wife back. In the LXX‘s version of this text, 
Hosea’s wife is called an moicaA.Lv (adulteress), a term that is related to the 
verb moiceuw found in John 8:3 and the noun moiceia in 8:4. The Old 
Testament (cf. Jeremiah 3:6-9, 5:7, 7:9, Ezekiel 23:37), including Hosea (cf. 
Hosea 1:2 and 4:15), frequently associates adultery with rebellion/apostasy, 
the very thing that Jesus accuses the Pharisees in John 8:55 (Scott, 2000:60). 
All of the demonstrates unbelief in chapters 7 and 8 may be further 
symbolized by the adultery found in John 7:53-8:11. Thus, both themes of 
adultery and redemption find common ground in the Pericope Adulterae, the 
Feast of Tabernacles, and the book of Hosea.
While there is no direct quotation of either the passage, Zechariah 14 or 
Hosea 2, this is not without keeping in the Gospel of John. The Fourth 
Evangelist frequently uses Old Testament themes without direct quotation 
(van der Watt, 2007:91), especially when comparing Jesus to prominent 
themes and figures (Goodwin, 1954:61-75; Brown, 2003:133; Moyise, 
2004:71, 73). For example in John 2:4 at the wedding at Cana, the phrase 
“What is that to you and me, woman?” (ti émoi Kai aoi, guvai) and 2:6-7‘s 
reference to water pots (ûôpia) can be cited. The term for water pots is the 
same word that is used in the LXX of 1 Kings 17, which may in fact parallel 
Jesus’ miracle of turning water to wine with that of Elijah and the jars of oil 
(Drane and Read, 1997:38). Elijah tells those in need to take water pitchers 
(uôpia) and draw out the provisions; in comparison, Jesus asks the servant to 
draw water from the water pitchers (uôpia) at the wedding. Similarly in 1 
Kings 17:18, the woman (guvai) says to Elijah, "What do I have to do with 
you/what is between me and you?" (ti émoi Kai aoi), which is very similar 
to Jesus’ question in John 2:4. This is just one example of such a practice. 
Other examples might include 8:56’s allusion to Psalm 118 (Brunson,
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2003:287ff), 19:29’s allusion to Psalm 69:22 (Freed, 1965:105), and chapter 
6 ’s allusions to various passages from Exodus (Hylen, 2005:21ff), among 
others (further examples can be seen in section 3.2 in Chapter 5). It is likely 
the case that in 7:53-8:11, one finds another example of this unfolding 
during the Feast of Tabernacles. Various themes are being demonstrated as 
part of the festal celebrations and the allusions to familiar redemptive 
passages in the LXX, such as Zechariah 14 and Hosea 2, not only provide 
explanation for unusual terms, but also demonstrate connections with 
contextual themes associated with the Feast of Tabernacles.
Finally, in regards to the context of the Feast of Tabernacles, one must 
discuss in greater detail that which has already been mentioned in passing: 
Jesus’ claims/actions demonstrating his replacement many of the rituals of 
the Feast.108 Such claims are very much in keeping with the Johannine style 
of presenting a Christological focus on Old Testament symbols (Moyise, 
2004:73).109 As Talbert (1992:149) states, “The chapters function to depict 
Jesus as the fulfillment of the Feast of Tabernacles.” The most obvious of 
these is perhaps Jesus’ claim in 7:37-38 to be the source of “living water” 
(uôatoç Çûvtoç) offered in response the water libation ritual of the Feast. 
This special ceremony was celebrated on the first evening of Tabernacles 
and served as a major symbolic act; water was brought in a golden flask 
from the Pool of Siloam to the Temple and poured out upon the altar as a 
supplication for an abundant rainy season (Schauss, 1961:181-182; Smith, 
1999:174-175; Eisenburg, 2004:236). Similarly, in 8:12 Jesus claims to be 
the “light of the world” (to fWj tou Koamou), which many commentators 
believe is Jesus’ claim to be God’s true light that surpasses the symbolic 
menorahs that were burning each night during the Feast.110 This light ritual 
presumably had connections with the pillar of fire that led Israel through the 
Wilderness, which was believed to return at the end of time (Moloney, 
1996:235). According to Jesus, both of the symbols of Tabernacles, the 
light and the water, were meant to point to him , the true light and the true 
source of living water. Of course, if the Pericope Adulterae is included this
108 Brooke, 1898:103; Yee, 1988:82; Hanson, 1991:96ff; Talbert, 1992:149; 
Johnson, 1999:533; Loader, 2002:468; Kim, 2002:119; Matson, 2002:48; 
Brown, 2003:237, 249; Koester, 2003:26; Evans, 2006:85; Neyrey, 2006:136.
109 It is this idea that may find agreement with Raymond Brown’s (2003:305) 
suggested third theme, “Jesus’ replacement of the Jewish institutions and 
religious views.” See above in section 2.1.
110 Cf. Brown, 1966-1970:343-344; Moloney, 1996:235; Köstenberger, 2000:113­
114; Kim, 2002:119.
pushes Jesus’ statement about being “the light of the world” to the eighth 
day of the feast after the menorah has been extinguished. It could be argued 
that this might negate the possibility of the pericope being included in the 
middle of the Tabernacles Discourse, because of the fact that Jesus’ 
statement would lose its impact with no light present. Against this, 
however, it can also be argued that the absence of the light from the 
menorah makes Jesus’ statement all the more dramatic. Richard Goodier 
(2008:6) suggests that Jesus’ statement may be a “rhetorical response to the 
extinguishing of the lamps.” The light that has been blazing in the middle of 
the city is suddenly gone. The people would begin looking forward to its 
return the following year. Then Jesus responds that he is the true light who 
keeps men from having to walk in the darkness. The timing of Jesus’ 
statement in 8:12 does not rule out inclusion of John 7:53-8:11.
If the Pericope Adulterae is included, it can be observed that the passage 
also demonstrates Jesus’ replacement of additional Old Testament images 
associated with the Feast, in particular that of the Law and its mediator, 
Moses. This is not, however, the first time this thought has been presented. 
In chapter 1 of the Gospel, verse 17 reads, “The law was given through 
Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus Christ” (o vomoj ôià MwUaewç 
éôô9r|, h c a p j  Kai h aihSeia ôià ’IrpoU XpiatoU egeveto). Jesus has 
become the new Moses and he brings a new law of grace. The events of 
John 7:53-8:11 demonstrate a similar concept. First, Jesus is pitted against 
Moses by the woman’s accusers when they inform Jesus of what Moses says 
to do according to the Law, and then ask him what he thinks should be done 
in regards to the woman (8:5). However, it is when Jesus responds to the 
accusers in 8:7 and to the woman in 8:11 that the contrast is fully visible. In 
8:7, Jesus holds everyone to the same standard that the woman is going to be 
judged by. He asks for the sinless one (o avamapthtoj) to throw a stone. 
While this in accordance with the Law, it is also setting the stage for the 
grace that will be offered, for by asking for a sinless one to carry out the 
demands of the Law, Jesus is demonstrating that no one is sinless (except 
himself). Most visibly, when Jesus sends the woman away without 
condemnation, Jesus is demonstrating a new law of grace. While the 
woman may have been guilty of violating the Law of Moses, Jesus offers 
grace and a new start with the command popeUou Kai apo toU vUv mhKeti 
amaptave.
This is further highlighted in comparing the actions of both Jesus and 
Moses in relation to their coming into contact with the Law. Jesus is asked 
to interpret the very same Law that the Feast of Tabernacles commemorates, 
including both the period of time when Moses was given the Law and when 
the people of Israel had to learn to interpret/live out this Law. Jesus’ actions 
parallel similar actions of Moses during this time period. For example,
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stoning is associated with both Moses’ day and the current situation that 
Jesus finds himself in. In the Pericope Adulterae, it is the woman who is to 
be stoned; later at the end of chapter 8, it is Jesus himself who the Jews want 
to stone (8:59, hpav oUv AiSoUj iva ßaiwaiv ep’ aUtov) after they had 
grumbled/murmured against him in 8:22 (Wright, 2004:112). This is similar 
to Moses, for he pleads with God that the people are ready “to stone him” 
(KataliSoßolhaoUaiv me) in Exodus 17:4 after they have repeatedly 
grumbled/murmured against him in both Exodus 15 and 16. Even the trial­
like nature of the Pericope Adulterae parallels Moses’ life. Moses was “put 
on trial” by Israel in the nom, (peipaamoj in the LXX), which translated can 
mean “trial/test” in chapter 15 and at nn’Tmw, (Aoiôopvaij in the LXX), which 
translated can mean “courtroom” (Hugenberger, 2006), in chapter 16. All of 
this is similar to Jesus’ being placed on trail in John 7:53-8:11, even if the 
trial begins with the adulterous woman.
More specifically, Jesus parallels Moses in the receiving of the Law, in 
particular the Decalogue. In Exodus 31:18, God is said to have given Moses 
to the two tablets of stone containing the Ten Commandments that were 
inscribed “by the finger of God” Ocrn'la [BCaB). Later after Moses had 
destroyed these stone tablets upon discovering the Israelites worshipping of 
the golden calf, God commands Moses to chisel out new tablets in order to 
replace the broken ones. God declares of this second set of tablets, “I will 
write on them” (nXLn-lr '’nnroi); however, at the end of the chapter, in verse 
28, it is Moses whom is said to have actually performed the physical act of 
writing these commandments on the tablets. The Law of God was written 
by the hand of God through the hand of his representative on earth, Moses, 
in what may be an Old Testament demonstration of divine inspiration. The 
words written by God the first time (on the first set of tablets) and by man 
the second time (on the second set of tablets) are given equal status because 
they both originated from God, written once with his own finger and a 
second time by Moses’ chisel.
Jesus’ actions in John 7:53-8:11 are similar, even if they are not 
completely identical. Jesus has already been presented as the new Moses, 
God’s new representative on earth (1:17); now as Jesus is faced with the 
Law and he writes on the ground with his finger twice. Verse 6 explicitly 
states that Jesus wrote “with his finger” (tw ôaKtUlw). It can also be 
assumed that Jesus also wrote with his finger in verse 8 even though the text 
does not use this term. There is no indication as to what Jesus wrote on the 
ground, and trying to speculate that it was the Law or the Decalogue in 
particular can be problematic, even though this would provide an extremely 
powerful link with the aforementioned passages from Exodus. While some 
have suggested that Jesus’ act of writing is simply a cultural expression of 
deliberate silence or embarrassment (Dods, 1897:776; O’Day, 1992:636), a
gesture expressing Jesus’ lack of desire in getting involved in the accusers’ 
wickedness (Witherington, 1990:39, 1995:364), or simply something done 
“while contemplating his response” (Kysar, 1986:133), numerous others 
have attempted to prove what Jesus wrote.111 Moloney (1998b:261) 
suggests that it is impossible to determine what the “precise purpose” Jesus’ 
writing, and that we should not resort to symbolic interpretations. Barrett 
(1978:592) claims that Jesus’ action was “simply a studied refusal to 
pronounce judgment;” however, it appears that Jesus’ action is highlighted 
for a reason. It is this action rather than the particular content of what Jesus 
wrote that demands attention; Jesus’ writing serves as a symbolic action 
(Macgregor, 1959:212-213; Minear,1991:26), or “parabolic action” 
(Jeremias 1963:158; Ridderbos, 1997:289) that would be “something that 
people with a feeling for prophetic signs could have understood” 
(Schnackenburg, 1982:166). The twice repeated imperfect tense of 
Katagpafw/gpafw may even further support this idea that it is the symbolic 
action rather than a specific content being highlighted (Exell and Spence, 
1890-1919; Baylis, 1989:180). This observation was even noted by the 
early Church Father, Jerome (Knust, 2006:508), whose view of the Pericope 
Adulterae will be discussed in section 9.4 of Chapter 6. In the end, it can be 
presumed that if what Jesus wrote on the ground was worthy of our attention 
it would have been included (Hodges, 1980:45; Keener, 2003:738; Keith, 
2009:19), and therefore no amount of speculation will provide any certainty 
of what Jesus actually wrote (James, 1979:51). Instead it seems more likely 
that it is not so much what Jesus wrote, but that he wrote that is
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111 A seemingly endless list of different speculations about what Jesus wrote has 
been offered, including the sins of the accusers (according to ancient tradition -  
cited by Morris, 1995:784 note 22), simple doodles (Dods, 1897:261-262; 
Hendricksen, 1970:37), the Decalogue (Ambrose, Epistle 68 (26) [Beyenka, 
FC])(Guilding, 1960:112), Exodus 23:1b/23:7 (Derrett, 1963-64:187), Jeremiah 
17:3 (Jerome, Pelag. 2.17.20-23)(Schnackenburg, 1982:166), an accusation 
(Bauer, Gingrich, and Danker, 1979:410), and a sentence in imitation of 
contemporary Roman magistrates (Manson, 1952-53:255-256; Morrice, 1997:35­
36). While not attempting to supply the content of what Jesus wrote, N.T. 
Wright (2004:113) suggests that Jesus may have been drawing on the ground like 
ancient teachers did. In The Anchor Bible, Brown (1996:333-334) devotes two 
pages to discussion regarding all of these theories. In fact, Boice (1999:605) 
claims that nearly every commentary he has read gives a different answer to what 
Jesus wrote. Chris Keith (2009:10) claims to have tabulated at least thirty-six 
possible suggestions, all of which appear to be speculative given the lack of 
information provided in the pericope.
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important.112 Keith (2009:167) notes that the fact that Jesus’ opponents 
only leave after hearing him in 8:9, rather than after the writing in 8:6 and 
8:8 demonstrates that the content of his writing is not the significant idea 
being narrated.
Returning the argument started above, Jesus is the shown to be the 
Lawgiver in contrast with Moses who simply received the Law and/or 
transcribed it (Minear, 1991:23-37; Hugenberger, 2006; Keith, 2009:181). 
While Moses may have been used as a part of divine inspiration, he is only 
the instrument used by God. He is of secondary importance; Jesus is the 
Divine Inspirer/Inspiration. At the same time, even in replacing Moses 
Jesus follows a similar pattern in relation to the Law, just as he did in 
relation to the water libation and the lighting of the menorah. This can be 
observed because here in the Pericope Adulterae, Jesus mimics God’s 
writing with his finger (ôaKtUÀoç).113 God is the only one explicitly said to 
do this tw ôaKtUlw in the entire Bible (Exodus 31:18).114 Following this in 
Exodus 32:15, Moses writes the same words God had written in 31:18. In 
John 8:6, Jesus writes tW daKtUlw Then in 8:8 he writes again with no 
mention of his ôaKtUÀoç, paralleling Exodus’ account of writing. The 
mention of Jesus writing “with his finger,” thus becomes at the very least an 
implicit claim of divine authority (Hodges, 1980:46; Baylis, 1989:180; 
Minear, 1991:27) and most likely a claim of divine identity. Further 
strengthening this argument is the fact that the verb Katagpayw is used to 
describe Jesus’ writing in both John 8:6 and Exodus 32:15. While this verb
112 Hodges, 1980:45; Baylis, 1989:180; Ridderbos, 1997:289; Schneider, 1999:4; 
Hugenberger, 2006; Keith, 2009:3.
113 Johnson, 1964:221-222; Coleman, 1970:409-410; Hodges, 1980:46, 51 note 14; 
Baylis, 1989:180; Rius-Camps, 1993:171-172; Hugenberger, 2006; Goodier, 
2008:8.
114 It can be noted that there is a reference to God writing on the wall in Daniel 5:5 
(cf. Holmes and Winfeld, 2003:159-160), but the text does not indicate that it 
was the finger of God that wrote the inscription on the wall. Instead we read that 
“the fingers of a man’s hand appeared and wrote” (daicTUloi waei ceipôç 
avSpwpoU Kai egpayav). The instance in Exodus is unique in that the text 
explicitly says that the tablets were “written on by the finger of God” 
(gegpammevaj tw daKtUlw toU 9eoU). Even if one is make the case that this is the 
finger of God writing in Daniel 5, Jesus can still be seen mimicking something 
that only God is seen doing, and if Jesus is perhaps writing some form of 
judgment out against the scribes and Pharisees in John 8:6 and 8, the link may 
still remain for judgment is pronounced against King Belteshazzar in Daniel 5, 
who has broken God’s law.
is found nowhere else in the New Testament, it is used seven times in the 
LXX, two of which are references to God writing the Law: Exodus 32:15 
and Hosea 8:12. When one adds the fact that Hosea has already been linked 
to the Law/the Feast of Tabernacles to this connection in Exodus, it seems 
that the writing in the Pericope Adulterae has strong connections with God’s 
giving of the Law, specifically the Decalogue (Hugenberger, 2006).115
This example provides us with another Feast of Tabernacles ritual/focal 
point being fulfilled by Jesus. Though Jesus does not make an audible 
declaration as he does in 7:37-38 and 8:12, his message is still heard loud 
and clear: Jesus is the new Moses, the new Law, and the true giver of the 
Law (Thielman, 1999:103-104). The old is replaced with something new 
and more sufficient, namely Jesus himself. The Pericope Adulterae finds 
further compatibility within its traditional location between 7:52 and 8:12, 
based on its connection with the rituals and emphases of the beloved Jewish 
Feast of Tabernacles. Virtually every scholar makes the connection with the 
Feast between 7:37-38 and 8:12; however few discuss the events of the 
7:53-8:11 in relation to the Feast. Other than Keith (2009), who highlights 
Jesus’ writing “with the finger,” there is noticeable silence on this. For 
example, though Barrett (1978), Moloney (1998b), and Brown (1966-1970) 
all speak in length about the Feast of Tabernacles and the various symbols 
associated with it, each fails to mention any connections between the 
Pericope Adulterae and the Feast. Similarly, though Maccini (1996) and 
Neyrey (2006) both highlight forensic ties between the pericope and 
chapters 7-8, each nevertheless fails to mention any connections regarding 
the Feast.
2 .4  T ra n sitio n
It is one thing to have similar themes; it is another to complement, to 
highlight, or to add to the flow of the unfolding of these themes in their 
proper context. If it is acknowledged that the Pericope Adulterae blends 
well with the themes of the Tabernacles Discourse, one must still ask 
whether it connects the events of chapters 7 and 8 or whether it disrupts 
these events. As stated in the introduction to this chapter, though many 
commentators often claim that this text interrupts these chapters, there
128
115 Schroeder (2002:189) suggests that the Gospel of John does not contain any 
references to the Decalogue. While this suggestion is debatable, it should be 
noted that even if Schroeder is correct, the symbolic nature does not contradict 
his conclusions. There is no direct reference to the Decalogue here in the 
Pericope Adulterae, but rather a symbolic demonstration of Jesus’ superiority 
over Moses in relation to receiving/giving the Law/Decalogue.
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appears to be no substantial demonstration offered as to how the pericope 
interrupts the events, with the possible exception of comments that the 
pericope causes Jesus’ statement in 8:12 to be uttered after the Feast of 
Tabernacles rather than on the last and greatest day of the Feast. This may 
be a legitimate concern, but it must also be acknowledged that there are 
difficulties with or without verses 7:53-8:11 included. In fact, if one were 
hoping to rid the Tabernacles Discourse of all of the difficulties, it might be 
necessary to remove verses 40-44 and 45-52 (Carson, 2000:337). Outside of 
those who advocate Source Theories such as Bultmann (1971), few seem 
prepared to do just that.116 Instead, it is more appropriate to try and account 
for these difficulties. In doing so, it can be determined if more problems are 
created by adding or removing John 7 :53-8:11 from the Discourse.
The first thing to be observed is that John 7:52 clearly ends suddenly. 
Boice (1999:602) labels it “abrupt and unnatural.” Though there are a few 
exceptions, for the most part almost everyone agrees about the lack of 
connection. Gerd Lüdemann (2000:484) suggests that at the very least the 
transition between the verses is “careless.” Burgon (1896:236ff) 
championed the view of a rough transition in his defense of the Pericope 
Adulterae, and later scholars who have often followed Burgon’s ideas, such 
as Pickering (2003:178) have noted this as well. At the same time, others 
who generally disagree with Burgon’s overall findings suggest similar ideas. 
For example, D. Moody Smith (1999:21-22) comments, “The beginning of 
chapter 8 does not fit smoothly with what precedes.” He then suggests that 
the pericope was added to remedy this awkward transition. Similarly, von 
Wahlde (1995:109 note 97), who rejects the pericope and advocates for an 
earlier signs source, even suggests that there is no way to be certain that 
7:52 and 8:12 are supposed to be read in succession, thus affirming the 
awkwardness present between the verses. There are exceptions, but these 
generally appear in the minority. For example, Philip Comfort (1992:145) 
comments that the pericope “interrupt[s] the connection” between 7:52 and 
8:12. Clarke (1971:921) suggests that there is a “perfect connection between 
[7:52 and 8:12].” Meyer (1884:264) likewise claims such a connection, but 
his argument provides no linguistic connections (as will be presented 
below). Sloyan (1998:95-96) suggests that 7:52 moves to 8:12 “without 
interruption,” but he fails to prove this. In all, those who comment on the 
between these verses have yet demonstrate their viewpoint.
116 Willker (2007:18) does not suggest the removal of 7:40-44 or 7:45-52, but he 
does observe the fact that the participants in each discussion changes without 
warning, demonstrating the possibility that the change from 7:52 to 8:12 might 
occur in similar fashion.
Perhaps the most obvious difficulty is the characters involved in each of 
the sections. If we suppose the texts moves straight from 7:52 to 8:12, it is 
said of Jesus that he “again spoke to them” (paiiv  oUn aUtoij eiairpen o 
’IrpoUj), which raises a huge question. Who is the “them” (aUtoij)? It 
would not appear to be the Pharisees from chapter 7, because Jesus was not 
present at their discussion in verses 45-52; however, 8:13 indicates that it is 
indeed the Pharisees whom Jesus is speaking to in 8:12. Perhaps if some 
passing of time is allowed between 7:52 and 8:12, Jesus could reasonably be 
seen speaking to the Pharisees again. This is possible, but there is nothing 
in the text to indicate any passing of time, unless the Pericope Adulterae is 
inserted.
A better transition between 7:52 and 8:12 could be provided by the 
insertion of 7:53-8:2. In this case, Jesus would resume speaking to the 
crowd and whoever else was within earshot of Jesus’ last spoken words in 
7:37-38. This would not likley include the Pharisees unless they are 
assumed to be part of the iaoç who gathered around in 8:2. The inclusion of 
7:53-8:2 provides proper closure to the events of the end of chapter 7; 
everyone goes to their home and Jesus goes to the Mount of Olives. Hodges 
(1989:42) argues that this delicate point is “so sensitive that it is obviously 
an authentic touch;” however, this may be a bit speculative. Meyer 
(1895:255) disagrees with such claims and labels 7:53 a later interpolation 
added to make the pericope fit with the preceding verses, yet there is no 
proof of Meyer’s argument, making it speculative as well. Even Meyer’s 
admission that the verse 7:53 was added so that the pericope would blend 
with the surrounding context is an admission that the verse (and 
consequently the entire passage) is contextually compatible. Keck 
(1996:628) mediates these views by suggesting that the transition between 
7:52 and 7:53-8:11 is “artificial,” but the only proof given to demonstrate 
this is the so-called “non-Johannine vocabulary.” As will be demonstrated 
in the following chapter such arguments based on non-Johannine vocabulary 
is not substantial enough to prove that the transition between 7:52 and 8:12 
are less troublesome than the transition between 7:52 and 7:53-8:2 would 
be. In addition to this noted connection between 7:52 and 7:53 based on 
context, the third person aorist tense of epopeU9rpav of 7:53 parallels the 
third person aorist apeKpiSrpav of 7:52 adding further connection (Keith, 
2008:381). Derrett (1970:156 note 3), while not discussing any 
awkwardness in transition, argues that John 7:53-8:11 was added to provide 
evidence in response to the statement offered in John 7:51. Few appear to 
follow this suggestion, though Derrett’s argument does provide a few items 
for discussion. First of all, it is an admission that there is some contextual 
congruity between the Pericope Adulterae and the surrounding chapters. 
Secondly, it serves as an acknowledgement that these twelve verses may
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provide a better transition into chapter 8 compared to simply moving to 8:12 
without the story. Gary Burge (1984:144) notes this as well, even though he 
still claims contextual awkwardness. Finally, it is observable that Jesus’ 
disciples are absent in both the preceding events of chapter 7 and the 
succeeding events of chapter 8; these disciples are likewise missing from the 
Pericope Adulterae.
Such connections have been noted, leading some scholars to conclude in 
favor of the insertion of the Pericope Adulterae, or at least the first three 
verses of the pericope. Newman and Nida (1980:257) comment that 7:53 is 
“more satisfactorily combined with the preceding account [from chapter 7]” 
than leaving chapter 7 to end at verse 52. Zahn (1909:346) claims that the 
location of the pericope following 7:52 is “favored because of the fine 
contrast between [the pericope] and the illegal proceedings in 7:45-52.” 
Campbell Morgan (1934:144-146), who does not consider the passage to be 
authentic to the Fourth Gospel, nevertheless considers 7:53-8:1 to be critical 
to the passage; he combines these two verses with the preceding events of 
chapter 7, while omitting 8:2-11 as “doubtful.” Meyer (1884:253) argues 
that 8:2 “forbids” such a view, but he does not provide much by way of 
argument. Morgan’s view is a validation of the better transition provided by 
at least a portion of John 7:53-8:11; Meyer’s view is a reminder that these 
twelve verses stand together.
At the very least, 7:53 certainly indicates that the Pericope Adulterae 
belongs to a longer narrative (Morris, 1987:291); the question is whether or 
not this is the Tabernacles Discourse or some other narrative. By including 
the pericope in the middle of the Tabernacles Discourse, the setting moves 
from the “last and greatest day of the feast” (7:37) to the eighth day for 
Jesus’ statement in 8:12 and the events that follow. This may not be 
considered to be ideal by some, but it is not without explanation. Is has 
already been demonstrated above that Jesus’ statement still has a proper 
context on the eighth day and that a large crowd would still be gathered in 
the city on this day. At the same time, it is worth noting in favor of the 
inclusion of these verses that if the John 7:53-8:11 is removed the events of 
John 7:37ff through chapter 8 become what appears to be the longest single 
day and discourse recorded in the New Testament, certainly in the Gospel of 
John. While this is not altogether impossible, it is odd especially in the light 
of the fact that the usual discourses in the Gospel of John seem to be shorter. 
The real problem is that one must also be prepared to accept all twelve 
verses of the Pericope Adulterae, not just the few verses that would be
convenient towards building a case. If the opening three verses are to be 
retained, the remaining nine must be kept also.117
If the pericope is included as a whole, it may solve the problem of the 
abrupt ending following 7:52, but the problem of Jesus speaking to “them” 
(aUtoij) remains. It has already been observed that 8:13 informs the reader 
that it is the Pharisees with whom Jesus is speaking. When the Pericope 
Adulterae is included, the words spoken by Jesus to a group would be those 
of 8:7. A group is needed because of the plural aUtoîç. 8:12 does not 
indicate that he spoke to a single individual such as the woman. If the 
pericope is included, then Jesus’ speaking again would be the Pharisees. 
The problem for the Pericope Adulterae lies in the fact that this group had 
left the scene in 8:9. This is problematic, but not nearly as problematic as 
the transition from 7:52 to 8:12 proved to be above. It is reasonable to 
assume that though the Pharisees left Jesus’ immediate presence, that they 
likely hung around close enough to view the events that followed from a 
distance. Human curiosity is enough evidence to make this a legitimate 
possibility. It is not unreasonable to assume that most people would want to 
see what was going to happen next. Presumably, the Pharisees would be no 
different. Knowing this, Jesus then could have resumed speaking “to them” 
and made his declaration to be the “light of the world.” He could have done 
so as the introduction to teaching following the illustration of light and 
darkness demonstrated in 7:53-8:11 and even as a visible demonstration of 
his earlier teaching in 3:19-21 (Harris, 1996-2006). Jesus is not the one 
hiding in the shadows out of fear that their evil deeds will be exposed like 
the scribes and Pharisees. He is the very one who exposes such evil deeds.
Jesus’ statement in 8:12 would then have a possible two-fold application: 
(1) a fulfillment of the Tabernacles light display and (2) a demonstration 
that he is the true light of Israel, showing perfect judgment, exposing false 
witnesses, and offering grace. At the very least, Jesus’ statement in 8:12 
may have been spoken to the larger crowd, who had remained after the 
scribes and Pharisees slipped away. Several scholars concede this point.118 
Stephen James (1979:47) debates this claiming that there is no evidence that
132
117 There are a few manuscripts (344 (x), 237 (xi), 754, 937, 1168, 2133, 2386, 
2693 (xi), 105, 2757 (xii), 759, 2525, 2533 (xiii), 228, 889 (xiv)) which include 
only the three verses of John 7:53-8:2, but these are all later manuscripts. 
Likewise, virtually all scholars seem to side with the view that the twelve verses 
of the Pericope Adulterae remain a single unit. Burgon (1896:236) claims that 
these twelve verses “stand or fall together.”
118 Exell and Spence, 1890-1919; Ironside, 1942:346; Lange, 1950:274; Newman 
and Nida, 1980:261.
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Jesus addressed the crowd, but it is not unreasonable to imagine that Jesus 
intended for any words directed at the Pharisees to be overheard by 
onlookers. Lincoln (2005:533) suggests that there is “no reason to think that 
the Temple crowd has also left.” Hodges agrees (1980:49). While Jesus 
may have intended to engage the Pharisees in further conversation it was the 
crowd with whom he last had spoken with in 7:37-38 and in 8:2 (if the 
Pericope Adulterae is properly assumed to be located here). In order for this 
to be the case, one would have to assume that Jesus’ statement in 8:7 about 
“the sinless one” was intended to include everyone present, not just the 
accusers, but the onlookers as well. This is a probable situation, though the 
text does not indicate either way.
Once Jesus’ claim to be the light of the world and subsequent teaching 
had resumed, the Pharisees may have come back out from the shadows for 
another round with Jesus. While they had slipped away in order to avoid 
having their sins exposed publicly, they cannot sit back and allow Jesus to 
continue making claims like those made in 8:12. The Pharisees move on to 
another attack, which moves Jesus on to another defensive. Once again, this 
does change the timing of 8:12ff from the last day of Tabernacles to the 
eighth day of rest, but this is not unreasonable, especially in light of the fact 
that the inclusion of the Pericope Adulterae provides for less awkwardness 
in the narrative.
Against this, Daniel Wallace (1993:290-296) claims that the 
awkwardness between 7:52 and 8:12 is reminiscent of are other “awkward” 
transitions where two parties resume speaking “again” (toI iv) in the Fourth 
Gospel. Lindars (1981:306-308) agrees, but Lindars labels this more of a 
Markan trait and does not further elaborate. Anderson (2001) attempts to do 
so by advocating for Lindars’ composition theory, suggesting that this 
provides reason for these awkward transitions. Wallace, on the other hand, 
lists examples of what he believes to be a Johannine feature of awkward 
transition, such as 1:34-35, 8:20-21, 9:8-15, 10:6-7, 18:4-7, 20:19-21, 
hoping to temper any difficulties attributed by continuing from 7:52 to 8:12. 
However, when comparing the examples in Wallace suggests where these 
so-called “awkward” transitions that are suggested occur, it is observed that 
each example has the same two parties resuming dialogue. Heil argues 
forcefully for this (1994:361-366). For example in 1:34-35, John the Baptist 
testifies in verse 34 and then speaks again to two of his disciples in verse 35. 
The reader is not told to whom John is speaking in 1:34, but it is presumably 
his disciples. Similarly in 8:21, the Pharisees speak to Jesus again after they 
had failed to seize him in 8:20. While this transition could be understood 
due to the fact that Jesus’ avoidance of capture was actually a fleeing of the 
scene in 8:20, it does not appear to be the case. Instead the texts indicates 
that “no one seized him, because his hour had not yet come” (Uôeiç eplaoen
aUton, oti oUpw el^lUSei h wpa aUtoU). This is not a transition between 
long periods of time, but rather an aside given by the narrator detailing the 
events, which is actually a standard Johannine stylistic trait (see section 10.4 
in Chapter 5). In 9:8-15 the man whose sight had been restored is brought to 
the Pharisees in 9:13. Following the aside about the fact that Jesus had 
healed on the Sabbath in 9:14, the Pharisees are said to paiin  ask the man 
how he had received his sight in 9:15. The situation is 10:6-7 is similar as 
well. Jesus is teaching his disciples in verse 6; he then teaches them “again” 
in verse 7. Likewise in 18:4-7, Jesus addresses those who have come to 
arrest him throughout these verses as he speaks to them “again.” Finally in 
20:19-21, Jesus appears to his disciples following his resurrection and says 
“peace be with you” in verse 19. He then shows them his hands and side 
and again (paiin) says “peace be with you” as he prepares to give them the 
Holy Spirit and send them out. In each example, it is clearly the same 
parties being addressed between these transitioning verses.
This is not what one finds happening between 7:52 and 8:12, because 
7:52 provides the conclusion of a private discussion between the Pharisees, 
Nicodemus, and the Temple guards. If the Pericope Adulterae is removed, 
then Jesus resumes dialogue with a group with whom he was not present. 
The last time Jesus was seen speaking before 8:12 and the Pericope 
Adulterae was in 7:37-38. This may or may not have been in conversation 
with the Pharisees. Jesus statement appears to be directed at the crowd, but 
it could have been intended for the listening ears of the Pharisees as well. 
This remains uncertain, for the Pharisees are said to have heard whispering 
and sent guards to arrest Jesus in 7:32. In fact, there is no direct reference to 
Jesus speaking with oi Fapioaioi in chapter 7, but only to oi ’IoUÖaioi. 
Therefore the awkward transition between 7:52 and 8:12 does not fit the 
Johannine pattern suggested by Wallace. Instead if 7:53-8:11 is retained, 
this passage does fit the pattern as Heil notes (1994). Jesus resumes his 
conversation with those who he had just spoken with, the Pharisees, along 
with the scribes (who are not mentioned in 8:13), and possibly the crowd of 
onlookers. All of these with whom Jesus resumes speaking would have 
witness of the events of the Pericope Adulterae.
Though the case in favor of keeping the Pericope Adulterae is not 
perfect, its retention does appear to solve more problems that in creates. 
The reader is forced to move to the eighth day of the Feast for the events of 
8:12ff. Likewise, one may have to make some assumptions that the scribes 
and Pharisees remained in close enough proximity to resume dialogue with 
Jesus, but this does eliminate much of the awkwardness between 7:52 and 
8:12. The addition of the pericope may also demonstrate a typical Johannine 
pattern as specified in the preceding paragraphs. Include John 7:53-8:11 
and the conversation moves from Jesus speaking to the Pharisees (and
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scribes) in 8:7 to him speaking to them again following their dispersion in 
the mock trial found in the pericope. Remove John 7:53-8:11 and Jesus 
resumes speaking to a group that he had not spoken with directly in the 
Tabernacles Discourse. From this perspective, it appears that the Pericope 
Adulterae adds to rather than detracts from the flow of this passage, aiding 
in the transition between chapters 7 and 8.
3 .0  Th e  L a r g e r  C o n t e x t
3 .1  M w üofjç
Finally, in regards context one must consider how well the Pericope 
Adulterae fits the larger context of the entire Fourth Gospel. Similar to that 
of the immediate context of the Tabernacles Discourse, it must be asked 
whether this passage blends well with themes and settings common to the 
Gospel of John as a whole or whether it lacks familiar these themes. Does it 
complement or detract from the Gospel? Some of this subject matter will be 
presented in Chapter 5, but because these themes overlap with the 
contextual flow of the Gospel, it will be treated here at the present as well.
The first theme to be discussed is that of Moses versus Jesus, for Moses 
provides much of the background for the narratives in the Gospel of 
John.119 While these two figures are not held in opposition to one another, 
the Gospel of John does nevertheless present Jesus as one who supersedes, 
surpasses, and/or replaces Moses.120 At times this surpassing/replacement 
of Moses may appear to place Jesus in opposition with Moses, thereby 
providing reason for disagreement (Meeks, 1967:259ff; Martyn, 2003:102), 
but these controversies are merely misunderstandings of God’s plan and 
Jesus’ role in that plan. It has already been observed above that this is 
indeed the case in John 7:53-8:11. In 8:5, the scribes and Pharisees pit Jesus 
against Moses when they claim, “In the Law Moses commanded us to stone 
such women,” followed by the question asked of Jesus, “Now what do you 
say?” It is likely that due to the position of the term oU at the beginning of 
the sentence that it is intended to be emphatic.121 In other words, Jesus’ 
opponents claim to know where Moses stands on this issue of adultery; now
119 Glasson, 1963; Pancaro, 1975; Pryor, 1992:117ff; Harstine, 2002; Keith, 
2009:177.
120 Fortna, 1988:232; Pryor, 1992:120-121; Schroeder, 2002:194; Goodier, 2008:8.
121 Barrett, 1978:591; Barclay, 1975:259; Newman and Nida, 1980:259; Tenney, 
1981:89; Morris, 1987:295; Witherington, 1988:145 note 100; Whitacre, 
1999:210; Keith, 2009:158.
they want to know where Jesus stands. Their hope appears to be that they 
might hear an opinion that does not accord with the Law (or their 
understanding of it at least)(Ridderbos, 1997:288). Moses commands 
stoning (though this may not be a legitimate interpretation of the Law due to 
unmet requirements) for the sin of adultery.122 Will Jesus fall in line with 
Moses’ teaching, thereby submitting himself to the scribes and Pharisees, 
who are the “experts” in regards to the Law of Moses, or will Jesus offer his 
own interpretation, thereby standing in opposition to Moses? To the 
surprise of the scribes and Pharisees, Jesus does not contradict Moses’ 
teaching, nor does he offer his own interpretation. Instead, Jesus upholds 
the Law for everyone and offers grace, likely to everyone present, not just 
the woman (Minear, 1991:27; O’Day, 1992:297).
While Jesus does not directly oppose Moses, he is clearly put in 
opposition against Moses by the scribes and Pharisees. In keeping with the 
rest of the Gospel of John, Jesus overcomes this opposition by proving to be 
superior to Moses. When the symbolism of Jesus’ writing twice with his 
finger compared with Exodus 31:18ff is added to this (see section 2.3 
above), the theme of Jesus’ contrast and superiority to Moses is further 
strengthened. Jesus follows a similar act as that of Moses, but in a more 
sufficient way as the giver of the Law rather than as a simple receiver/ 
mediator of the Law.
This theme of Jesus versus Moses and Jesus’ corresponding superiority 
to Moses is prevalent throughout the Gospel.123 In fact, Jesus is contrasted 
with Moses right from the beginning of the Gospel, as early as the Prologue. 
John 1:17 reads, oti o nomoç ôia MwUoewç eôô9f, f  ^apiç kai f  aifSeia 
ôia ’IfooU XpiotoU egéneto. Moses is said to bring the Law, but Jesus 
brings “grace and truth.” Clearly, the Law that Moses brought is the truth 
similar to that which Jesus brought, so Jesus is not bringing something 
contrary to the Law/truth; instead, he is adding something to the Law that
136
122 It is interesting to observe that though capital punishment is commanded in 
Torah numerous times for various violations, there are only two examples in 
Torah of this actually being carried out: 1) the blasphemer at the end of Leviticus 
24 and 2) the Israelite who deliberately violated the Sabbath in Numbers 15. 
Though the Law commanded the death penalty, it is uncertain how often it was 
carried out by Israel (Carson, 2000:335; McKeating, 1979:58). There are 
additional examples of God himself carrying out the death penalty when his Law 
was violated (cf. Aaron’s sons in Leviticus 10, Uzza who touched the ark in 1 
Chronicles 13:10-11, etc.).
123 Baylis, 1989:172-173; Burridge, 1994:133; Menken, 1996:47-65; Schroeder, 
2002; Neyrey, 2006:163; van der Watt, 2007:141.
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Moses could not add. Moses and the Law he brought did not bring life; 
Moses and Law only bear witness to life, life that is given by Jesus (Loader, 
2002:466). The reason for this is expanded upon throughout the Gospel. It 
is due to the fact that Moses is simply the mediator between God and man 
that he cannot add anything of his own initiative; Moses can only give to 
mankind what God has commanded and offered to him. Jesus on the other 
hand, while still the mediator between God and man, is demonstrated to be 
God, the giver of the Law himself (cf. 1:1-3, 1:14, 1:18, 1:50-51, 5:17-23, 
6:32-33, 7:37-38, 8:58, 10:24-33, 14:6-9, 16:5, chapter 17, 20:28,)(Loader, 
2002:483). Moses has no authority to add to what God has given, but Jesus 
has this authority because he is the on who has given the Law.
In demonstrating superiority to Moses, Jesus is often presented with a 
higher status than Moses in the Fourth Gospel (Glasson, 1963; Meeks, 1967; 
Harstine, 2002). In 1:45, Philip declares that he has found the one “whom 
Moses wrote about in the Law” (on egpafen MwUofç en tw nomw). As 
important as Moses is to the faith of the Jews, it is Moses who is the one 
testifying about Jesus, not the other way around. Jesus is clearly seen as the 
more prominent figure of the two. Likewise in 3:14, Jesus states that he 
must be “lifted up” just as “Moses lifted up the snake in the desert.” Jesus is 
the object that must be looked upon, where as Moses was simply the one 
holding up the object to be viewed. Once again, one gets the sense that 
Jesus’ status is superior to that of Moses. Moses is the instrument 
(mediator) being used by God to provide deliverance, not the deliverer 
himself. Jesus instead claims to be that deliverer. Later in 6:32, Jesus 
correctly informs the people that Moses is not the one who fed Israel in the 
desert by giving manna, rather that it was God who provided the food 
through Moses. Then Jesus himself proceeds to give them bread as he 
multiplies the loaves (and fish). Following this divine feeding, Jesus claims 
to the be “the true bread from heaven,” (6:32 and 6:50-51, ton apton ek toU 
oUpanoU ton aifSinon), “the bread of God” (6:33, o aptoç toU 9eoU), and 
“the bread of life” (6:35 and 6:48, egw eimi o aptoç tfç  Çwfç). Jesus then 
further states that those who want to live must eat his flesh and drink his 
blood. In this sequence of events, Jesus demonstrates that he can do what 
God does and what Moses by himself could not do, giving bread to be eaten. 
Jesus then claims not only to be the one who provides but also to be the 
provision itself, the miraculous bread/food that is needed for life. Moses is 
contrasted with Jesus, and Jesus is proven superior, for he is the mediator, 
the provider, and the provision.
In between the feeding miracle in the first part of chapter 6 and Jesus 
subsequent teaching at the end of the chapter, Jesus performs one other 
miracle that demonstrates his superiority to Moses. Though admittedly for a 
much smaller audience, Jesus’ walking on water demonstrates his
superiority and may even heighten the force of his teaching that will follow 
throughout chapter 6. This is due to some similarities between the account 
of Jesus compared with that of Moses in Exodus: both cross the sea and 
follow this by teaching/receiving the Law in addition to providing a 
miraculous feeding from heaven. Of course, there is a noticeable difference. 
While Moses is seen passing through the water as he crosses the Sea of 
Reeds in Exodus 14:21-22, Jesus walks on the water (epi tfç  9aiaoofç). 
Moses crossed on dry land (epoifoen tfn  9aiaooan Xfpan) as God separated 
the waters; Jesus now walks on the water. This is significant, because only 
God is seen to be on top of/above the waters. In Genesis 1:2, the Spirit of 
God “hovers above the face of the waters” (pneUma 9eoU epefepeto epanw 
toU Uôatoç). Similarly, in Psalm 104:3, God is described as laying “the 
beams of his upper chambers on their waters” (en Uôaoin ta  UpepWa 
aUtoU).124 While both Jesus and Moses are part of a miraculous event in 
crossing the sea, it is Jesus who crosses in a manner that only God can do. 
Jesus is further proven to be superior to Moses. It is against this backdrop 
that Jesus continues to teach at the end of chapter 6.
Similarly in chapter 7, Jesus and Moses are mentioned in connection 
with the Law, though there is little direct contrast offered between the two. 
Jesus does remind the Jews that Moses had given them the Law in 7:19, 
which Jesus further claims that the Jews do not keep; however, the only 
possible contrast presented is found in 7:21-23. Here, Jesus states that 
Moses had given the command for circumcision, which is at times carried 
out even on the Sabbath; this provides grounds for Jesus to work on the 
Sabbath (Neyrey, 1996:121). Whereas the law of covenantal circumcision 
supersedes the law of Sabbath observance, the law of showing mercy 
likewise supersedes the law of Sabbath observance. The possible contrast 
offered is that Moses simply provided circumcision, a covenant sign for a 
small portion of the body; however, Jesus’ healing makes the whole man 
(olon an9pwpon) well, showing God’s involvement to a greater extent. This 
is a subtle demonstration of Jesus’ superiority, but it nevertheless heightens 
that which has already been presented up to this point. Jesus is able to
138
124 It is possible that the references to riding on the clouds, as Psalm 104:3 further 
states, may be understood and references to God’s presence above/on top of the 
water since clouds are in fact comprised of water vapor. God is said to ride on 
the clouds multiple times in the LXX (cf. Deuteronomy 32:26, Psalm 68:4, and 
Daniel 7:13). The appearance of this expression fpceto epi twn nefelwn toU 
oUpanoU in Daniel 7:13 is understood to be a reference to the divinity of the 
Messiah, which Jesus claims to fulfill in Matthew 24:30, 26:64, Mark 13:26, and 
14:62.
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provide above and beyond that which Moses could provide, and Jesus does 
this without nullifying that which Moses provided (Loader, 2002:435).
In chapter 8, Jesus claims that he “speaks what the Father has taught 
him” (8:28). This is very similar to that which is said of Moses. In Exodus 
4:12, God tells Moses to depart and that he “will help Moses speak and will 
teach him what to say.” While these statements appear to place Jesus and 
Moses on the same level, it is important to note how each learned these from 
God, or at least how they both met with God. Moses saw God’s “goodness” 
(•awa-ls) and “glory” ('-p?) represented by God’s “backside” ('-px-nx) in 
Exodus 33: 17ff, but he was not permitted to see God’s face. Jesus, on the 
other hand, is said to have seen the God and to be at God’s side (John 1:18, 
monogenfç 9eoç o wn eiç ton kolpon toU patpoç ekeinoç eXfgfoato). 
Certainly, being at the Father’s side implies more of a face-to-face encounter 
than Moses experienced. Admittedly, Moses is described as meeting with 
God “face-to-face” (□,n?-1x craa) in Exodus 33:11, but as the verses following 
this statement indicate, this is not necessarily appear to be a visual 
experience. Moses’ encounter with God is different than Jesus’, and thus 
Jesus is once again demonstrated to be superior to Moses. What he has 
learned from God has been in a face-to-face or side-by-side encounter.
Perhaps, the strongest statements contrasting Moses and Jesus are found 
in chapters 5 and 9. First, in 5:45-6 Jesus tells the Jews that it is not he that 
accuses of sin, but Moses. Jesus informs the Jews that the one on whom 
they have set their hopes upon is the very one who points towards their 
downfall. The Law which the Jews so highly regarded and hoped to receive 
life from now condemns them, though it is not Moses or the Law who is at 
fault. It is the Jews who have misunderstood what (or whom) Moses’ wrote 
about, thereby bringing guilt upon themselves. Jesus claims to be innocent 
in this matter, not the condemning one. If the Jews would simply believe 
their “accuser,” Moses, they would see the greater one of whom Moses 
testified on behalf of, Jesus. Here again, Jesus is presented as Moses’ 
superior, the one who can provide the life that Moses could never offer. It is 
not Jesus’ who is the forerunner to Moses; it is Moses’ who is the 
forerunner to Jesus. Moses testifies and writes on behalf of Jesus, who is 
the preeminent one in this relationship.125
125 While it is explicitly stated in 5:45-46 that Moses testifies on behalf of Jesus, 
there is an additional example where the Law (nomoç) is said to be fulfilled by 
Jesus. In 15:25 Jesus states that the hatred expressed towards himself is “to 
fulfill what is written in their Law” (plfpw9f o logoç o en tw nomw aUtwn 
gegpammenoç). Jesus’ statement is most likely a reference to Psalm 69:4, which 
would not be directly attributed to Moses; however, Jesus nevertheless refers to it
Similarly, in 9:28-29 Jesus is said to be virtually the opposite of Moses, 
at least from the perspective of the Pharisees. After repeatedly being 
questioned by the Pharisees, the blind man whom Jesus has healed 
mockingly retorts back asking the Pharisees if they want to be Jesus’ 
disciples also (9:27). The Pharisees angrily respond in 9:28 claiming that 
this blind man, of whom they also believe to be the utmost of sinners (9:34), 
is the disciple of Jesus, while they, the religious elite, are disciples of Moses. 
The Pharisees appear to have drawn up battle lines; you can be with Moses 
or you can be with Jesus, but you cannot be with both. The two are clearly 
contrasted. It his, however, Jesus who proves to be superior, in spite of the 
Pharisees claims, for he is the one who gives both physical sight and 
ultimately spiritual sight to the man born blind (9:35-38). In contrast, the 
Pharisees remain spiritually blinded with their eyes fixed upon Moses (albeit 
in misunderstanding of Moses) instead of upon Jesus, whom Moses testifies 
in behalf of.
From these examples, it can be observed that Jesus in frequently 
contrasted with Moses, and that Moses is always proven to be inferior to 
Jesus (Glasson, 1963:20ff). This is not intended as a disrespecting of 
Moses, but simply the veneration of Jesus, because Jesus is able to go above 
and beyond that which Moses could do. Jesus can add grace to the Law, he 
can walk on the water rather than dry ground, he is the one who Moses has 
written about, and he alone can heal/restore sight to the whole man. The 
Pericope Adulterae demonstrates a similar concept. Baylis (1989:172) notes 
this claiming that this contrast “culminates in the test of the woman caught 
in adultery.” While this may be speculative, it cannot be denied that the 
contrast between Moses and Jesus is evident in the story. Despite 
Moloney’s (1998b:261) suggestion that a symbolic interpretation is 
unnecessary, the narrator appears to have staged the story in a way that 
provides for a “dramatic moment” with Jesus’ symbolic action of writing 
twice (Minear, 1991:26), heightening the demonstration of Jesus’
140
as o nomoç. Even though the name MwUoewç is not mentioned, it could be argued 
that Moses testifies on behalf of Jesus at this point, because this concept is in 
keeping with the Law of Moses. Since Moses is presented as the giver of the 
Law in the Gospel of John (7:19), it could be inferred that this is an indirect 
example of Moses testifying on behalf of Jesus. If this is true, one might be able 
to make an additional case for examples where scripture (gpaff) testifies on 
behalf of Jesus and if fulfilled by Jesus, though all of the scripture is not directly 
written by Moses. Examples of this would include 13:18, 17:12, 19:24, 19:28, 
19:36, and 19:37. All of these examples could provide a further demonstration to 
Jesus’ superiority over Moses; however, since these references are from books 
not explicitly attributed to Moses, they should not be cited alone but rather as 
supplemental examples with the more direct examples presented above.
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superiority over Moses (Scott, 2000:66). Jesus is placed in opposition to 
Moses and ultimately proves himself to be able to do that which Moses 
cannot do, that which only God can do. He pardons the sinner as he adds 
grace to the Law.
3 .2  N o n -c o n d e m n a tio n
Very similar to the theme just discussed as well as issues of judgment in 
section 2.2 on the immediate context is that of non-condemnation, especially 
non-condemnation from  Jesus. This is a theme that is also very much 
present throughout the Fourth Gospel (Baylis, 1989:173). Nicodemus 
speaks up in defense of Jesus in 7:51, asking if it is proper to judge/condemn 
(kpinw) a person before he has been investigated; however, it is Jesus who 
most frequently states that he has not come to judge/condemn (kpinw). 
Because kpinw has a wide range of meanings including “to judge, condemn, 
criticize, find fault with, determine” (Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 2000) or 
“to come to a conclusion in the process of thinking” (Louw and Nida, 1988) 
the term varies in the way it is translated at times; however, the similar 
theme of restrained judgment is implied in each. Such is the case for the 
related term kpioiç, referring the decision or judgment that has been made 
(United Bible Societies, 2008). Both terms can be used represent proper 
judgment as well (cf. 3:19, 5:30, 7:24, 8:50, and 18:31), but the idea of 
condemnation remains most prevalent.
For example in 3:17, Jesus states that God did not send him to kpinf ton 
koomon, followed by the claim that anyone who believes in Jesus is oU 
kpinetai in 3:18. Translations vary in how the term kpinw is translated, but 
a clear majority favors “condemn.” This appears to be what is intended. 
Jesus did not come to condemn the world but to save it. In 5:22, Jesus 
claims that the Father judges (kpinw) no one, and then in 5:24, he echoes his 
statement from 3:18 claiming that whoever believes his word has eternal life 
and does not “come under judgment” (kpioiç). This form of judgment may 
best be described as condemnation. There is also similarity with a statement 
in 12:47 where Jesus claims that he will not judge (kpinw) those who hear 
and keep his words. This is reminiscent of 3:18, because he fl9on ina 
kpinw ton koomon. Jesus, likewise, informs the Pharisees that he has much 
to judge them for in 8:26 (Umeiç kata tfn  oapka kpinete), yet he refrains 
from doing so until he is pushed further through chapter 8. He eventually 
forces the Pharisees to come to grips with their standing before God, but 
even in this, Jesus’ kpioiç is quite muted.
Most vividly, Jesus accuses the Pharisees of improper judgment (Umeiç 
kata tfn  oapka kpinete) in the first half of 8:15, only to remind them that 
he does not judge (kpinw) in the latter half of this same verse. This is 
followed by a disclaimer is 8:16: even if Jesus does in fact judge, his
judgment is true for it is in agreement with the Father. This disclaimer is 
similar to Jesus’ earlier statements: Jesus judges as the Father has given him 
permission (5:27 and 5:30) and always in accordance with the Father’s will 
(5:30). While Jesus did seek out judgment, he will judge if issues are 
brought before him. Beyond this, something changed at the cross; the 
appointed time for judgment had come (12:31). Further, Jesus along with 
the Father will nevertheless judge in the end (the last day). This judgment 
will be based on one’s deeds in this life (5:29 and 16:8), which is largely 
based upon one’s acceptance/rejection of Jesus (3:18, 12:48, and 16:11).126
While neither the term kpinw nor kpioiç is used in the Pericope 
Adulterae, the theme of non-condemnation is present. Twice in the 
pericope, Jesus speaks of condemnation. In 8:10 he asks the woman, “Has 
no one condemned you” (oUôeiç oe katekpinen); in 8:11, Jesus refuses to 
“condemn” the woman himself. In both instances the term katakpinw is 
used rather than the simple and more common kpinw. While both terms can 
be translated “to judge,” katekpinw is most often translated “to condemn” 
(Brown, 1975:361-366; Kittel and Friedrich, 1973:951). This term appears 
to imply that someone is “judged as definitely guilty and thus subject to 
punishment” (Louw and Nida, 1988). MacLaren (1904:593) suggests that 
the prefix adds the idea of moving from “giving a verdict” to “passing a 
sentence,” but this comparison may lose some of its force because, the 
compound form of the verb is found nowhere else in the Gospel of John. 
This discrepancy will be discussed in much greater detail in the following, 
Chapter 5 (section 3.8.6), but for the present discussion this point will not be 
belabored. There may be some warrant for the usage of katekpinw in the 
pericope given the strong legal overtones (see the discussion in sections 2.1 
and 2.2 above), but the variance is admittedly odd. Still the theme of a 
refraining from condemnation cannot be easily overlooked. Jesus clearly 
follows suit with the way he is presented throughout the Gospel, as one who 
has not come to judge/condemn, but as one who has come to save. He 
certainly saved the woman’s life in John 7:53-8:11, and perhaps his own for 
the time being. It has been suggested that the Pericope Adulterae may be an 
extreme illustration of the theme non-condemnation that is presented in 
3:17-21 (Beasley-Murray, 1987:142, 148). Jesus refuses to condemn, but he 
does so with a warning, one that may even provide further support to this 
theme of non-condemnation. Now it is the woman’s responsibility to heed 
these words and continue to be free of condemnation. If she will heed 
Jesus’ words, she will not be judged (5:24), but if she refuses to hear and
142
126 Godet, 1978:310; Carson, 1991:91; Loader, 2002:462; Bauckham and Mosser, 
2007:366; van der Watt, 2007:52.
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obey his words, she will be judged by them (12:48). It is possible that 
scribes and Pharisees are extended a similar warning, even though they are 
offered no direct acquittal (O’Day, 1992:632).
3 .3  L e a v in g  a  L ife  o f  S in
This warning in itself is also similar to other portions of the Gospel of 
John where sinners are confronted by Jesus and compelled to leave their sin 
behind, providing further thematic links between the Pericope Adulterae and 
the Gospel of John. In chapter 4, when Jesus encounters the Samaritan 
woman at the well, he calls attention to the woman’s sin. Though Jesus does 
not directly confront the woman about her lifestyle, he does draw out the 
matter through clever turns in the conversation. In 4:16, he asks her to call 
her husband, to which she responds that she has no husband. Then Jesus 
drives home his point in verses 17-18, informing her that she is correct that 
she has no husband, for she has had many husbands and is currently with a 
man who is not her husband. The woman’s sin is exposed, and adultery 
seems to be implied. Jesus demonstrates that he knows her past and even 
her current situation, yet there is no condemnation. Once the woman 
realizes that she is cornered (she acknowledges that Jesus must be a prophet 
in 4:19), and she changes the subject. Jesus does not force her to come back 
to the subject of her adultery. Instead, he moves along with her in the 
conversation. She will have to think about her sin as Jesus invites her to 
come to the Father in worship (4:21-24) and to recognize him as the 
Messiah (4:26).
The implication is that this woman is now to leave the old ways behind to 
embrace something new. This includes leaving behind the old ways of 
worship for the new way, but it also includes leaving a life of sin behind. 
The woman symbolically appears to do so, for in the leaving of the water jar 
in 4:28 she leaves behind her old way of getting water as she has just found 
the “living water” (Brodie, 1993:224; Conway, 1999:123; Koester, 
2003:190). This is perhaps demonstrated by the fact that she calls the 
people from her village to come and see Jesus (4:29) in contrast to the fact 
that she may have been avoiding them in her past. Before, the woman is 
found at the well “at the sixth hour” (wpa ektf), which would be high noon 
according to the majority of scholars (cf. Moloney, 1998b: 121). This is not 
the usual time when we would expect people to go to the well for water, as 
is the hottest part of the day; presumably, most people would go to the well 
early in the morning or in the evening to avoid the intense midday sun. 
Therefore, the woman has most likely gone to the well at this time is in 
order to avoid contact with other people. Now having confronted her sin 
after coming face-to-face with Jesus, she appears to be ready to give up her 
old ways. She is willing to confront her sins even in the presence of the
other people of her village, indicating that she may be ready to leave her old 
ways behind.
In chapter 5, a more direct parallel can be found where Jesus heals a 
paralyzed man in Jerusalem. Jesus asks the man if he wants to get well 
(9eieiç Ugifç geneo9ai) in 5:6 and then proceeds to heal him. After the man 
walks as Jesus instructed him to do, Jesus disappears into the crowd and a 
controversy ensues. When the man is finally able to locate Jesus in the 
Temple in 5:14, Jesus first highlights the fact the man has been made well, 
and then he offers an imperative instructing the man to stop sinning, or more 
literally to “sin no more” (mfketi aimptane). This is noteworthy, for it is 
identical to the wording of 8:11; however, full discussion will be reserved 
for the following chapter (see section 10.7 in Chapter 5). For now the 
contextual and thematic similarities will be observed. In 5:14, there has 
been no mention of the man’s sin prior to this. Jesus has simply asked the 
man if he wants to be made well and then he has made him well. The 
imperative to stop sinning is followed by a warning of something worse 
(ceipon) that might happen. Jesus does not elaborate on what this might be, 
but it is presumed that he is referring to judgment, perhaps even for not 
heeding his words. In the end, the reader is not told how the man responds, 
but the charge to leave a life of sin remains.
Jesus also offers an indirect command to leave a life of sin in 8:24 (Heil, 
1991:182-191). He states, “If you do not believe that I am, you will die in 
your sins” (ean gap mf PioteUofte oti egw eimi, apo9aneio9e en taiç 
amaptiaiç Umwn). The invitation is to believe that Jesus is egw eimi, “the 
one who he has been claiming to me,” the Messiah, YHWH himself.127 
Jesus’ has been presenting himself as God from the beginning (even in the 
Pericope Adulterae by demonstrating that he is the Lawgiver). Here in 8:24, 
Jesus appears to be issuing the command to leave a life of sin, specifically 
that of unbelief.
All of these instances parallel the situation in John 7:53-8:11; some show 
Jesus issuing a command and others provide examples of those who follow 
this command, but all present the idea of leaving sin behind. In the Pericope 
Adulterae, the woman’s sin is exposed by the scribes and Pharisees who 
parade her before Jesus and the people gathered to hear him teach. There is 
no prior discussion of her sin with Jesus, no defense, and no questioning, 
just the simple statement that she has been caught in sin. Jesus never denies 
the woman’s guilt nor does he condemn the woman, though he does 
acknowledge her sin in verse 11. He instructs the woman to “sin no more”
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(mfketi amaptane) implying that he at the very least acknowledges the 
accusation of the scribes and Pharisees, even if does not necessarily agree 
with the sentence. If is assumed that he knew all of her sins like that of the 
woman at the well in chapter 4, Jesus could have perhaps added further 
accusation. Instead there is no further discussion of sin, the woman is 
acquitted, and she is commanded to leave the old behind. She is in turn 
urged to embrace the new life that she has now been granted by the stay of 
her execution. While several scholars point out such themes in the 
Gospel,128 none of them adds 7:53-8:11 to the list of passages 
demonstrating this theme, admittedly due to the fact few consider the 
pericope to be properly located within the Fourth Gospel; however, the 
Pericope Adulterae does demonstrate similarity with this theme of leaving 
sin behind, whether in action or in command, with the rest of the Gospel.
3 .4  W itn ess /T estim o n y
Forensic themes have already been considered for the immediate context 
of the Tabernacles Discourse (sections 2.1 and 2.2), but this theme is also 
found consistently throughout the Fourth Gospel as well, as several have 
noted.129 Harvey (1976) even claims to read the entire Gospel as a trial. 
Trites (1974:138-139) suggests a “controversy-pattern” found in chapters 1­
12, most highly concentrated in chapters 5-12, following similar ideas 
voiced by Boice (1970). Related to such forensic/controversy themes is the 
idea of witness/testimony. Notably this idea of “giving testimony” and/or 
“bearing witness” is found only a few times in the Synoptics (cf. Matthew 
23:31, Mark 14:55, 14:56, 14:59, Luke 4:22, and 22:71), compared with the 
forty-five times that the terms maptUpew and maptUpia are found in the 
Gospel of John.130 Several scholars have observed this high concentration 
of these terms and the concept of witness/testimony in the Fourth Gospel 
(cf. Bernard, 1928:1:xc-xciii; Barrett, 1955:133).
The usage of these terms and the corresponding theme ranges from 
John’s testimony about Jesus in the Prologue (1:7, 1:8, 1:15, 1:19, 1:32, and 
1:34 -  along with further testimony in 3:26 and 3:28) to the narrator’s aside
128 Cf. Brodie, 1993:224; Conway, 1999:123; Koester, 2003:190.
129 Godet, 1967:647; Morris, 1995:887; Trites, 1974:138-140; Brown, 2003:69; 
Bauckham, 2006:366-367; van der Watt, 2007:44, 109.
130 Ironically, the term maptUpion is not found in the Gospel of John, though it is 
found in Matthew 8:4, 10:18, 24:14, Mark 1:44, 6:11, 13:9, Luke 5:14, 9:5, and 
21:13. The term is likewise not found in the Pericope Adulterae.
that Jesus did not need man’s testimony (2:25), the Samaritan woman’s 
testimony (4:39), Lazarus’ testimony after being raised from the dead 
(12:17), and the Beloved Disciple’s testimony (19:35 and 21:24); however, 
the most frequent discussion of the theme of bearing witness/giving 
testimony is from the lips of Jesus himself. Jesus frequently discusses the 
need to “bear witness” or to “testify.” It is, as Maccini (1996:34) suggests, 
that the entire Gospel is a trial where Jesus is continually giving forth 
testimony that validates his claims/teaching. For example, Jesus claims to 
“bear witness to what he has seen” in 3:11. Largely in chapter 5, but also in 
chapters 10 and 15, Jesus defends himself by stating that he is not alone in 
testifying on his behalf; it is also the Spirit (5:32 and 15:26), John the 
Baptist (5:33), his disciples (15:27), his own works (5:36 and 10:25), and 
the Father (5:37) who all testify on behalf of Jesus. As discussed above, 
Jesus has a disagreement with the Pharisees over his testimony (7:7 and 
8:13-18). This disagreement itself ensues based largely on the testimony of 
the man who had been healed in chapter 5. Beyond this, Jesus “testifies” 
(maptUpew) that Judas will betray him in 13:21. Twice in the trial and events 
leading up to is crucifixion, Jesus “testifies” (maptUpew) of truth (18:37 and 
19:35). Even more subtle examples are provided as such Old Testament 
figures as Abraham (8:56), Moses (5:46), and Isaiah (12:41), give testimony 
to Jesus as well (Brown, 2003:263). It becomes apparent that the Gospel of 
John repeatedly presents the idea of giving testimony and that the 
Tabernacles Discourse, the center of the chapters that Trites (1974:140) 
suggests for the “controversy pattern,” is where this concept appears to be 
most intense.
The Pericope Adulterae is no different. While neither maptUpew nor 
maptUpia is present in the pericope, clearly the idea of testimony is conveyed 
by these terms. The woman is brought before Jesus and forced to stand in 
the midst (8:3, otfoanteç aUtfn en meow), similar to a defendant and/or 
witness in a trial scene.131 Jesus himself would later stand before his 
accusers in his own trial (cf. 18:19-24, 18:28-40, 19:4-13). In 8:4, the 
scribes and Pharisees bear witness against the woman, without using the 
aforementioned words, but this is still clearly indicated by their use of the 
term aUtofwpoç. By using this term, the scribes and Pharisees present 
themselves as witnesses who have caught the woman “in the act.” After 
these charges and the subsequent sentence are pronounced, Jesus dismisses 
the accusers and the woman is left standing again like a defendant/witness 
before Jesus again (8:9, f  gUnf en meow oUoa)(Scott, 2000:58). Though
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these examples do not use the familiar terms stated above, they do present 
the similar idea of witness and testimony.
Likewise, this idea of witness/testimony with the terms maptUpew and 
maptUpia, is not unique to the Pericope Adulterae; similar examples can be 
demonstrated in the Fourth Gospel. For example in both 20:19 and 20:26, 
Jesus enters and stands (iotfmi) among his disciples giving testimony of his 
resurrection. In neither verse can the terms maptUpew or maptUpia be found, 
but Jesus does stand as a witnesses that he is risen from the dead. Similarly, 
Peter stands (iotfmi) among the servants and officers to warm himself by 
the fire (18:18 and 18:25-27). When recognized, he is question and in way 
forced to give testimony regarding his identity and association with Jesus. It 
is also possible to find another example in 7:37-38 where Jesus stands 
(iotfmi) to bear witnesses that he is the source of living water. Neither of 
the terms maptUpew nor maptUpia is used in these passages either, but Jesus 
nevertheless bears witness of himself. Witnesses often stand in public in the 
Fourth Gospel (cf. 1:35-36, 7:37-38) as Jesus does in 8:7 and 8:9 (Maccini, 
1996:50); the common term iotfmi is found in each of the suggested 
examples.
Finally, the example of the woman the pericope is quite similar to that of 
the blind man who is healed by Jesus in John 9. After his sight has been 
restored, his neighbors begin questioning if this is really the same man. The 
man in turn begins to defend himself. Without the use of maptUpew or 
maptUpia, he testifies that he “is the man” who had been born blind (9:9), 
that Jesus healed him (9:10), and how Jesus healed him (9:15). The man is 
then forced to testify about Jesus, being asked, “What do you have to say 
about him” (ti oU Aigeiç pepi aUtoU) in 9:17. Not satisfied, the Pharisees 
bring the man’s parents to “testify” that this is really the man born blind, but 
they refuse to do so because of possible ramifications; instead they demand 
that their son “testify” on his own behalf (9:18-23). Thus, the Pharisees 
summon the man for a second testimony, which sparks so much controversy 
that the man is eventually thrown out and labeled “a sinner” (9:24-34). In 
this entire encounter neither maptUpew nor maptUpia is used, but nevertheless 
a trial-like scene occurs with much testimony. It is easy to imagine the man 
standing in the midst of the Pharisees like a defendant/witness similar to the 
patter that Maccini suggests (1996:50).
All of these examples demonstrate that people are asked to give witness 
in the Gospel of John, sometimes using terms related to bearing witness 
and/or giving testimony, others times without the terms. While neither 
maptUpew nor maptUpia is present in John 7:53-8:11, the concept is, and this 
theme is very similar to other examples such as the man born blind and 
Jesus himself. The Pericope Adulterae thus appears to include an additional 
Johannine theme further demonstrating its contextual compatibility in the
Gospel of John. This is in spite of the fact that few acknowledge this. For 
example, Godet (1967:647) and Morris (1995:887) both speak of the 
frequency of witness/testimony terminology, but neither notes the forensic 
nature of 7:53-8:11. Likewise, Brown (1966-1970, 2003:69) and Bauckham 
(2006:366-367) both comment on repeated references to maptUpew and 
maptUpia, even in chapter 9 where neither term is used, but there is no 
acknowledgment of the fact that the Pericope Adulterae presents another 
example of a trial-like scene where a defendant is placed on the witness 
stand. It is only a few like Maccini (1996:50), Scott (2000:57, 66), Derrett 
(1970), and Grant (1963) who fully push for such connections between John 
7:53-8:11 and the theme of witness/testimony;132 however, from the 
discussion above it should be more evident that the pericope further 
highlights this Johannine theme.
3 .5  D u a lism
Finally, what may be one of the strongest themes that presented 
throughout the Gospel of John is that of dualism,133 though van der Watt 
(2000:191 note 147) prefers to label this “contrast” rather than dualism. 
Examples of this include heavenly/earthly, spirit/flesh, life/death, above/ 
below, and most commonly light/darkness. In regards to the latter two 
contrasts, the terms as “light” (fwç ) and “life” (Zwf) occur twice as often in 
the Fourth Gospel as they do in the Synoptic Gospels combined (Burridge, 
1994:133); however, it is the example of light/darkness that provides 
discussion for the Pericope Adulterae, for this theme is the most prevalent in 
the Tabernacles Discourse as well as the Gospel as a whole (Newbigin, 
1982:91). For example the contrast between light and darkness is found in 
1:4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 3:19, 20, 21, 5:35, 8:12, 9:5, 11:9, 10, 12:35, 36, and 46. 
Beginning in the Prologue, Jesus is declared to be “the light of men” (1:4, to 
fwç twn an9pwpwn). This true light, Jesus, is said to shine in darkness, but 
the darkness has not understood this light (1:5), contrasting the pair for the 
first time. Because the reader is told that Jesus (and the truth he reveals) is 
the light (Fortna, 1988:261), one can infer that darkness would be that which 
stands in opposition to Jesus or at the very least that which has not been 
illumined by him. Richard Burridge (1994:158) notes that from the
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Prologue on, the “dualism of light and darkness” is used, and the details of 
both becomes clearer and clearer as one proceeds through the Gospel.
True to form, it becomes clearer in 3:19-21 that the darkness is not just 
ignorance, but rather evil. Here, Jesus expounds on this stating, “Light has 
come into the world, but men loved darkness instead of the light because 
their deeds were evil (to fwç eiflU9en eiç ton koomon kai fgapfoan oi 
an9pwpoi mailon to okotoç f  to fwç- fn gap aUtwn ponfpa ta  epga). 
Men fear the light and choose to remain in darkness, because they do not 
want their deeds exposed by this light. These deeds are described as 
ponfpoç, which contrasts with Jesus’ actions of not condemning/saving 
(3:17). Light is seen to be that which is good, namely Jesus; darkness is that 
which men love, evil. Similarly in 11:9-10, Jesus warns about walking in 
darkness, specifically described as “night” (nUX). At night, without the light 
of day, a man cannot find his way and stumbles along. Here night and 
darkness are linked to evil, for they cause men to fall. The inference is that 
one should come to light of day, Jesus, so that he/she can walk in the light. 
Later in 12:36, Jesus invites men into the light while there is still time 
(implying that he will not remain on earth forever), and then in 12:46, he 
claims to be that light who has come to bring men out of darkness (egw fwç 
eiç ton koomon eiflU9a, ina paç o pioteUwn eiç e|j,e en t f  okotia mf 
meinf). The contrast is presented again: light is with Jesus, darkness is 
without him. Most vividly in 8:12 and 9:5, Jesus claims to be “the light of 
the world” (egw eimi to fwç toU koomoU- o akoloU9wn emoi oU mf 
pepipatfof en t f  okotia and a i l ’ ë£ei to fwç tfç  (wfç and otan en tw 
koomw w, fwç eimi toU kóomoU, respectively). In both statements, Jesus 
claims to be the very source of life, the light of the world, similar to the 
earlier statement in 1:4. In 8:12, he further reinforces the teaching that 
coming to him frees one from darkness.
As already demonstrated in 11:9-10, darkness (okotia) is often linked to 
night (nUX) and both are used frequently for the idea of evil or being without 
Jesus. For example in 6:17, the disciples are presented as alone in the boat 
without Jesus. The narrator adds the statement kai okotia fô f egegonei 
before stating that the disciples are without Jesus. Similarly in 20:1, Mary 
Magdalene goes to the Temple at what must be an extremely low point. Her 
hope is gone, for Jesus, whom she had hoped to be the Messiah, has been 
crucified. The reader is told that she went while okotiaç eti oUofç. In both 
instances, darkness appears to further symbolize the absence of Jesus. 
Likewise, the references to nUX further presents this idea. Jesus directly 
links nUX to okotia in 9:4 and 11:10. Nicodemus comes to Jesus under the 
cover of nUX in 3:2. While his actions are not blatantly evil, they are 
nevertheless suspicious, for he fails to publicly acknowledge what may be a 
growing belief (or at least interest) in Jesus. Instead, Nicodemus covertly
comes at night as if he is hiding something or as if he is ashamed of Jesus. 
Most notably, Judas is described as going out at nUX to betray Jesus. That 
which may be one of the most sinister deeds of all time, the betrayal of Jesus 
by one of his very own disciples, is done under the cover of night. The 
narrator makes this point by specifically adding the sentence fn ôe nUX and 
the end of 13:30. Judas’ evil is thus highlighted by the declaration of the 
time of day; he is illustrating Jesus’ statement about walking at night in 
11:9-10. Both of these events are done under the cover of night in contrast 
to “normal activities” that usually occurred during the daylight hours 
(Shelton, 1988:129; van der Watt, 2000:247 note 444).
Against this, Keith (2008:381) suggests that such dualistic contrasts are 
absent from John 7:53-8:11, arguing that that not only is the Pericope 
Adulterae missing the dualistic dichotomy of light/darkness, but also that of 
heavenly/earthly, above/below, and spirit/flesh that play such “prominent 
role in the preceding and succeeding contexts as well as the Gospel of John 
as a whole.” However, the pericope does demonstrate the dichotomy of 
light/darkness, albeit in an indirect way, in addition to presenting 
dichotomies of spirit/flesh and/or heavenly/earthly by demonstrating proper 
judgment. Jesus judges correctly in agreement with the Father. His 
judgment is thus “heavenly” or “in the spirit,” in contrast to the scribes and 
Pharisees which is “earthly” or “according to the flesh.” Most importantly 
in regards to the dualism of light/darkness, it could be said that John 7:53­
8:11 is an extreme illustration of this dualistic contrast between darkness 
and light, for Jesus’ behavior illustrates how light is shining in the darkness, 
reminiscent of 3:19-21 (Harris, 1996-2006). The events leading up to the 
encounter in the Pericope Adulterae would have presumably occurred at 
night if the pericope is to be located in its traditional location following 
7:52. Everyone went to their homes at the end of the day. The following 
morning Jesus begins teaching in the Temple. The adulterous encounter 
happened overnight, under the cover of darkness, unless the scribes and 
Pharisees drug out an older case; this, however, seems unlikely. Instead, 
what appears to be a “fresh” crime from the night before is contrasted with 
Jesus’ actions that are done at op9poç, out in the open. Whereas the Fourth 
Evangelist usually denotes time by wpa (1:39, 4:6, and 19:14), here in 8:2 
the term may be used to signify that it is dawn, drawing attention to the light 
of the rising sun more so than to any particular time per se.134
Also, Jesus exposes the impure motives behind the scribes and Pharisees’ 
actions in presenting this woman before Jesus. They had intended to test
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him (8:6), but Jesus forces them to come face-to-face with their own actions. 
In fact, it may be that Jesus actually offers the scribes and Pharisees the 
same opportunity to walk into the light as the woman (O’Day, 1992:632). 
Instead, they shrink back into the shadows, turning away from the “light of 
the world” (8:12) out of fear of having their deeds exposed, very much in 
keeping with Jesus’ statement in 3:19-21. Whether these men loved their 
position/status as the religious elite or feared for their own lives, they chose 
to remain in the darkness instead coming into the light with Jesus.
If John 7:53-8:11 is indeed original to the Gospel, then Jesus’ statement 
in John 8:12 may have even more force behind it with this powerful visual 
demonstration. This is a very Johannine feature in the Book of Signs, for all 
of Jesus’ signs are followed by discourse,135 with what Richardson 
(1959:62) calls “enacted parables,” followed by teaching. Though not a sign 
per se, the events of John 7:53-8:11 provide a visual demonstration of the 
teaching that follows much like that of the miracles performed by Jesus in 
the Book of Signs. At the very least we can conclude that the Pericope 
Adulterae clearly blends well, despite claims to the contrary, the dualistic 
contrasts between light/darkness that is so prevalent in the Gospel of John.
4 .0  C o n c l u s i o n
In conclusion, it appears that the Pericope Adulterae may be more 
contextually compatible with the Gospel of John than otherwise might be 
imagined. These twelve verses blend with the immediate context of chapters 
7-8, picking up on the major themes of the proper interpretation of the Law 
and of correct judgment. In keeping with these chapters, John 7:53-8:11 
presents Jesus as refraining from condemnation and upholding the Law in 
the midst of a difficult situation with which he is presented. Instead of 
nullifying or ruling against the Law, he properly interprets it and demands 
that the woman’s accusers be the first to cast stones at the woman (Erdman, 
1944:77; Loader, 2002:435). Proper interpretation of the Law includes the 
requirement that the witnesses of a crime to be the first in initiating the 
death sentence and that these witnesses be free of a malicious intent. 
Likewise in regards to the immediate context of chapters 7 and 8, the 
pericope blends well with the setting of the Feast of Tabernacles. The 
returning of the people to their homes in 7:53, the mentioning of Jesus’ stay 
on the Mount of Olives in association with certain LXX passages regarding 
Tabernacles, and Jesus’ actions demonstrating his fulfillment of the Feast’s 
symbols combine to make a strong case for the Pericope Adulterae’s close
135 Barrett, 1978:12; Bruce, 1983:291; Morris, 1995:184; Johnson, 1999:534ff; 
Carson, 2000:30.
association with the Feast of Tabernacles and the discourse associated with 
it. Similarly, John 7:53-8:11 aids in the transition of this discourse providing 
a more satisfactory link for the between verses 7:52 and 8:11 than is 
provided without the pericope; in regards to this transition, removing the 
pericope creates more difficulties than are created by including it.
Finally, the Pericope Adulterae also includes many of the themes 
presented throughout the Gospel of John, suggesting that it is not only 
compatible with the Gospel, but that it may actually add to it rather than 
detract from it. The contrast/superiority of Jesus over Moses, the actions 
and words of non-condemnation, the imperative to leave a life of sin for a 
new life of grace, the continued demonstration of witness/testimony, and the 
illustration of Johannine dualism between darkness/light all provide further 
contextual links between the Pericope Adulterae and the Fourth Gospel. 
Numerous comparisons can be drawn between the pericope and other 
familiar Johannine characters such as Nicodemus (John 3), the Samaritan 
woman (John 4), the paralytic (John 5), and the man born blind (John 9). 
Similarly, various discourses found in chapters 5, 6, and 11, along with the 
Prologue of chapter 1 and the trial/crucifixion scenes of chapters 18 and 19, 
provide much for comparison.
Together these arguments provide a reasonable case in favor of the 
Pericope Adulterae’s inclusion between John 7:52 and 8:12. Rather than 
being considered an interruption or a break in the narrative, the pericope 
might best be considered an interlude that visibly demonstrates much of the 
discussion that surrounds it (Keith, 2008:381). While context can be a 
highly subjective discussion, it cannot be denied that there are numerous 
links between this passage, the Tabernacles Discourse, and the Gospel.
At the same time, there are numerous questions that remain unanswered. 
The inclusion of the Pericope Adulterae perhaps provides for a smoother 
transition between 7:52 and 8:12, but it also requires moving some 
significant events of the Discourse to the eighth day of the Feast. An 
immediate example of a trail-like situation proposed in 7:51 would be 
provided by the addition of these verses, but it is possible to make a similar 
case from additional verses in chapter 8. Likewise, the inclusion of the 
passage complements various Johannine themes, including Jesus superiority 
over Moses, but this inclusion also provides an unusual reference to a 
specific sin, rather than general unbelief (see section 3.9 in chapter 5). On 
the whole, there are problems for both sides of the argument, but the John 
7:53-8:11 could legitimately be viewed as being properly placed within in 
the middle of Tabernacles Discourse of chapters 7 and 8 and within the 
Gospel of John as a whole, if the contextual ties presented in this chapter are 
considered; however, the discussion is not that simple, as discussions of 
further evidence will demonstrate.
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C h a p te r  5: S ty le  & V o c a b u la ry
1 .0  In t r o d u c t i o n
Similar to context, objections regarding what many claim to be “non­
Johannine” style and vocabulary within the Pericope Adulterae are further 
used to argue against the inclusion of this passage in the Fourth Gospel.136 
The vast majority of scholars conclude that the literary evidence of style, 
syntax, and vocabulary suggest a non-Johannine origin, and some further 
suggest that these twelve verses are of more of a Synoptic type rather than 
Johannine type, particularly a Lukan one.137 For example, Andreas 
Köstenberger (2004:245) comments, “Virtually every verse from 8:1-11 (the 
sole exception being 8:5) contains words found nowhere else in the 
Gospel.”138 Though Leon Morris (1995:779) concedes that the “spirit of 
the text compatible with the Gospel,” he further claims that the “vocabulary 
is not.” Daniel Wallace (1993:291) states, “John 7.53-8.11 has unusual 
syntactical features, wholly absent from the rest of the Gospel.” Bruce 
Metzger (2005:223-224) claims that the style and vocabulary of the pericope 
differs “markedly from the rest of the Fourth Gospel.” Bart Ehrman 
(2005:65) comments that the style is very different from the larger context 
of the Gospel, specifically that of the immediate context of chapters 7-8. 
C.H. Dodd (1953b:98) fully endorses the idea the style and vocabulary is 
non-Johannine. Hengel (1989:89) comments that the pericope “shows no 
signs of Johannine style.” Even many of the more conservative
136 Cf. Davidson, 1896:515; Belser, 1905; Zahn, 1909:346-347; McLachlan, 
1920:259; Colwell,1952:81; Richardson, 1959:114; Salvoni, 1960:11ff; Lenski, 
1961:592; Bernard, 1976:255; Godet, 1978:84; Lightfoot, 1983:346; Ruckstuhl 
and Dschulnigg, 1991:185-186; Parker, 1997:101; Carson, 2000:333; Keener, 
2003:735.
137 Cf. Findlay, 1956:83; Temple, 1959:131, 150; Brown, 1966-1970:336; Barclay, 
1975:257; Barrett, 1978:590; Perkins, 1978:96; Lindars, 1981:306; Kysar, 
1986:133; Pryor, 1992:40; Talbert, 1992:157; Tasker, 1994:110; Witherington, 
1995:165; Harris, 1996-2006; Newman and Nida, 1980:257; Johnson, 1999:544; 
Whitacre, 1999:204; Fuller, 2004:44. Reginald Fuller (2004:44) even suggests a 
“Lukan context.”
138 Though Köstenberger highlights so-called non-Johannine vocabulary, he does 
nevertheless highlight some additional counter-evidence that suggests possible 
Johannine authorship in the pages that follow quote cited above. He even 
comments on others, such as Daniel Wallace’s, failed attempts to successfully 
prove a non-Johannine authorship base on internal evidence, implying that 
question of origin remains unanswered.
commentaries such as the New Interpreter’s Bible (Keck, 1996:627-628), 
The Expositors Bible (1992:89), and The Pulpit Commentary (Exell and 
Spence, 1890-1919) consider the passage to contain non-Johannine style and 
vocabulary. These conclusions are based on the passage’s use of several 
terms that are found nowhere else in the Gospel of John, a lack of words that 
are extensively used in the Gospel, large numbers of hapax legomena, and 
many concepts and phrases that are common to the Synoptic Gospels, 
specifically the Gospel of Luke.
At the same time, issues of style and vocabulary are acknowledged to be 
indecisive (Hendricksen, 1970:33; Stedman, 1993:226; Wallace, 2008:10). 
Some scholars have labored to demonstrate this by presenting a different 
side of the argument, such as Alan Johnson (1964, 1966), Allison Trites 
(1974), Zane Hodges (1979, 1980), and J.P. Heil (1991, 1994). Each argues 
that the style and vocabulary of John 7:53-8:11 accords with the rest of the 
Fourth Gospel. Much of these arguments concede that though there are 
portions of the Pericope Adulterae that have non-Johannine features, this 
does not necessarily mean that the passage is not of Johannine origin. This 
is usually illustrated by comparing the pericope with other uncontested 
passages in the Gospel, which when subjected to similar examinations can 
be shown to contain many similar non-Johannine features themselves. Alan 
Johnson, whose 1964 doctoral dissertation not only attempted to 
demonstrate Johannine traits in John 7:53-8:11, but which also as sought to 
discredit so-called non-Johannine traits in the pericope, serves as an 
example of this effort (see section 3.9 in Chapter 2). He concludes, “No one 
should be compelled from statistical tabulations to exclude the Pericope 
Adulterae from the Gospel of John” (1966:96). Secondly, attempts have 
been made to highlight many Johannine features that can be found in John 
7:53-8:11. The previously mentioned Johnson’s stylistic trait (1964,1966), 
along with Hodges’ comparison of John 6:6 and 8:6 (1980:44), Maccini’s 
(1996:123) listing of imperfect epcomai’s, and Trites’ (1974:144, 2004:105) 
suggestion that many of the unfamiliar terms are legal by nature and 
congruent with the trial-like (“controversy-pattern” as she labels it) scenes 
of the Tabernacles Discourse,139 are all examples of this latter method of 
defending the Pericope Adulterae. Even Chris Keith (2009:382), who does 
not think the pericope is original to the Gospel of John, suggests that the 
story “demonstrates strong linguistic connections with Johannine material.”
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139 Raymond Brown (1966-1970:333) and Barnabas Lindars (1981:308), both who 
do not attempt to defend the traditional location of the Pericope Adulterae, also 
note the usage of legal terminology in the passage, as will be demonstrated 
below.
The Pericope Adulterae: Theories o f  Insertion & Omission 155
In this chapter, both sides of the issue will be explored. It is necessary to 
explain both the presence of what are perceived to be non-Johannine 
features and the presence of traditionally accepted Johannine features. In 
other words, neither position is without the burden of proof. Questions must 
be asked, such as are there sufficient reasons why non-Johannine terms are 
present in the passage? Is the presence of typical Johannine language the 
work of a clever redactor or proof of a Johannine genesis? Each “preferred” 
Johannine term that is missing from the pericope and each non-Johannine 
term that is included in the passage must be evaluated; this evidence must 
be gathered, building a case either for the Johannine nature or for the non­
Johannine nature of John 7:53-8:11. The sum weight of the evidence will be 
presented at the end of the chapter, adding further information to be 
considered as we continue to develop theories explaining the later omission 
or addition of the Pericope Adulterae to the Gospel of John.
This subject will be discussed from the basic standpoint of semantics, 
utilizing numerous Greek-English lexicons. All of the Greek terminology is 
considered using a wide variety of biblical and non-biblical literature, but 
due to the fact that all the biblical authors use the terminology in a unique 
fashion (cf. Silva, 1993:75), priority is given to the biblical literature. 
Words are studied in relation to the alternate meanings that they may have, 
as well as in relation to similar, synonymous, antonymous, etc. words that 
may have been used instead (Porter, 2000:158). Morphology is taken into 
consideration as well, though it is often difficult to firmly determine exactly 
how terms should be used by a particular author. It is not the intention of 
the present work to enter into any debate regarding any such theories or to 
develop a new theory. Instead, the generally accepted theories will be 
utilized to provide a framework for each of the terms discussed below. For 
a fuller discussion of such methodology see Biblical Words and their 
Meanings: An Introduction to Lexical Semantics by Silva (1993), Linguistics 
fo r  Students o f the New Testament Greek by Black (1993), Semantics o f New 
Testament Greek by Louw (1982), and Diglossia and Other Topics in New 
Testament Linguistics by Porter (2000).
2 .0  D if f ic u l t ie s  i n  t h e  P r e s e n t  D i s c u s s i o n
Of course, the subject at hand can be a difficult matter. Discussions 
regarding internal evidence, especially that of the intrinsic probability of 
style and vocabulary of a particular author, has been branded as subjective
(Cadbury, 1917:244; Epp and Fee, 1993:14-15).140 This may contribute to 
the emphasis on external evidence and conversely a de-emphasizing of such 
internal evidence as style and vocabulary, evidenced in many discussions 
regarding the Pericope Adulterae. Yet, in the words of Daniel Wallace 
(2008:10), “Internal evidence is not nearly as subjective as it may at first 
appear; likewise, external evidence is not nearly as objective as some might 
think.” It is with such a statement in mind that one proceeds cautiously in 
collating and evaluating the evidence of style and vocabulary, not placing 
too much emphasis on any particular term or missing term, but also not 
neglecting a full consideration of each of these strands of evidence.
Secondly, there is matter of the uniqueness of the Fourth Gospel’s 
vocabulary. The Gospel of John contains a sum total 15,240 words; 
however, there are only a little over one thousand different terms that are 
used in the Gospel (Grant, 1963:149). Of the 1011 different terms, 373 are 
words that the Evangelist only uses once in the Gospel, sixty words are 
distinctive singulars (words that occur only once within the New Testament 
canon often referred to as “hapax legomenon”), and approximately twenty- 
four words that are distinctive multiples (words occurring more than once in 
the New Testament canon but only once within the Gospel of John) 
(Anderson, 2006:170). Further complicating this unique vocabulary is the 
Evangelist’s tendency to play on double-meanings of words in both Aramaic 
and Greek and to vary his Greek words intending to convey the same 
meaning (Brown, 2003:288). In all, the Greek of the Gospel is related to the 
Johannine Epistles, but outside of these three letters the Greek style “stands 
alone” in the New Testament (Barrett, 1978:5). This provides both 
advantages and disadvantages to any discussion involving vocabulary.
Specifically for the present discussion, the fewer the terms present means 
less vocabulary one has to work with in trying to determine authorship. As 
noted, it is difficult to build a strong case for or against a particular passage 
“based on words that occur once, twice, or even three times in the whole 
Gospel” (Schnelle, 1992:156; van Belle, 2005:303). There are only 183 
total words in the Pericope Adulterae (eighty-two if one factors in the 
multiple usage of some words), 1011 in the entire Fourth Gospel, and 
roughly about six hundred what might be called “important” words in the 
Gospel of John; this may be too few words (Heil, 1994:290; Morris, 
1995:779). Even Bruce Metzger (2005:223-224), who is one of the most 
prominent critics arguing against the Pericope Adulterae and whose work
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140 Transcriptional probability does factor into discussions of internal evidence 
(Wallace, 2008:10 note 17), but since much of this relates to textual issues and 
Patristic witnesses, this argument will be reserved for Chapter 6.
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virtually sets the bar for external evidential arguments (see section 3.6 in 
Chapter 2 and Chapter 6) has made similar comments regarding the 
insufficiency of vocabulary.141 The problem is obvious; if this holds true 
for Johannine authorship as it does for Pauline authorship, then the current 
sample may include too few words with which to work with.
Further, determining the value of particular terms can be precarious. It 
has been rightly stated that no author uses formulas (Grant, 1963:68). 
Similarly, terms are not used always systematically. Different words may be 
used to imply the same meaning, and the same word can be used for entirely 
different meanings. This is certainly the case in the Gospel of John (Abbott, 
1968a:103ff; Brown, 2003:288). Examples of different words being used 
for the same meaning include agapaw and f i l iw  which are used 
interchangeably in 11:3-5, 12:25-43, and 21:15-17, along with opaw and 
Gewpew which are both used for “seeing/beholding in chapters 4 and 6. 
Three different words are used for “to go away/depart” in John 16:5-10 
(upagw, apepcomai, and popeuw), and three are used for “grieve/lament/ 
mourn” in 16:20-2 (Gprnew and lupew). Similarly, two different words for 
“ear” are used between John 18:10 and 26 (wtapion and wtion), along with 
two for “keep/guard” in 17:12 ( t r^ w  and fulaoow). The additional terms 
avaßlipw and ßlipw are used in chapter 9 for the same meaning. Chapter 
uses opaw and iöoU synonymously.142 Examples of the same word carrying 
a variety of meanings include pioteuw, which at times appears to refer to 
mere intellectual belief (cf. 1:50, 3:12, 4:21, 4:42, 5:46-47, etc.) and other 
times to a complete trust/dependence (cf. 1:7, 3:18, 5:38, 6:29, etc.), along 
with eXouoia, which at times seems indicate “ability/right” (cf. 1:12) and 
other times to indicate “power/authority” (cf. 5:27, 10:18, 17:2, and 19:10­
11). Similarly, the Fourth Evangelist appears to play on the double-meaning 
of words (Brown, 2003:288). For example, anwGen is used to signify birth 
“from above” and “again” in John 3:3-5. Also in 4:10-11, Zwn is used in 
reference to “living” and “flowing.” Finally, in 7:8, Jesus’ reference to 
“going up” (anaßainw) could be understood in reference to going up to 
Jerusalem for the Feast and in going up to the Father in heaven.
141 Metzger (1964:178-179) cites Yuke, G.U., 1958. “Reconsideration of Certain 
Arguments Against Pauline Authorship of Pastoral Epistles” The Expository 
Times LXX  (October) pp. 93-94, who claims that a minimum of 10,000 words is 
necessary to form any solid base for authorship (Johnson, 1966:93).
142 For a full demonstration of Johannine synonyms see Abott’s Johannine 
Vocabulary (1968a:103ff).
Another difficulty in analyzing John 7:53-8:11 is the well-documented 
amount of variants of the Greek text found within these verses (Gregory, 
1898:172; Burge, 1984:144; Sanders, 1990:337). There are approximately 
eighty variants found in the 183 total words of the Pericope Adulterae. 
While many of these variants appear to be attempts to satisfy “pious scribal 
curiosity” (Bruce, 1979:416; Knust 2006:491; Omanson, 2006:184), others 
may be more noteworthy. Whatever the case, these variants will affect the 
present discussion (Willker, 2007:21). See Diagram 1.0 in Chapter 3 for a 
demonstration of these variants.
Some even suggest that such a high number of variants may seem to 
discredits the passage’s authenticity to the Gospel of John (Lightfoot, 
1956:346-347; Morris, 1995:883), but one must remain open to the other 
possible explanations. The large number of variants could simply remind us 
that the Gospel of John is a “living text” that may have developed over time, 
been edited, and reworked (Aland and Aland, 1989:69; Parker, 1997). 
Likewise, these variants could also very likely be the result of the difficult 
textual history of the passage if the passage were either omitted and then 
later reinserted, or if it was subject to editing before being included into the 
Gospel. One might even suggest that given the fact that many variations 
tend to “domesticate the text,” the large number may serve as evidence 
interpretive reshaping (O’Day, 1992:638-639), thus serving as evidence 
towards possible intentional omission from the Gospel text. Knust 
(2006:488) commutes that unstable texts like that of John 7:53-8:11 point to 
issues of contention and debate. As Epp (2002:234) describes it, “The 
greater the ambiguity in the variant readings, the more clearly we are able to 
grasp the concerns of the early Church.” Time will tell if this reflects 
concerns of the early Church in possible removing the passage.
All of this will be discussed in later sections, but for now as we move 
through our study of the pericope’s vocabulary we must be aware that these 
variants may affect our study. The present discussion on style and 
vocabulary may help to further strengthen the case against the inclusion of 
John 7:53-8:11 in the Gospel of John or it may conversely force us to 
reconsider some of the evidence against the inclusion. At the very least, this 
discussion may provide evidence as to why the pericope has been placed 
extensively in the Fourth Gospel, most commonly in its traditional location 
between John 7:52 and 8:12. Even if the Pericope Adulterae proves to be 
non-Johannine, evidence of Johannine influence should be considered.
3 .0  “N o n -J o h a n n i n e ”  V o c a b u l a r y  i n  J o h n  7 :5 3 -8 :1 1
Depending on the way one handles the variants of the pericope there are 
anywhere from twelve to fifteen words present in John 7:53-8:11 that are
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considered to be “non-Johannine,” due to the fact that they are found 
nowhere else in the Gospel of John nor in any of the Johannine Epistles.143
In addition to this a term/phrase could be “non-Johannine” if it is used 
very rarely in Johannine literature in contrast to extreme usage in other New 
Testaments book, or if it contradicts other uniquely Johannine literature or 
theology. Only the former criteria will factor in the present discussion, for 
there does not appear to be anything in the pericope that is out of keeping 
with Johannine theology or literature (see Chapter 4). Such arguments are 
based upon the assumption that an author must always use the same term. 
Semantically, this is not a strong argument; however, because such 
arguments consume much of the internal evidence discussions regarding 
John 7:53-8:11, each will be considered nevertheless. Assuming the worst 
case scenario, the present work will consider fifteen terms found nowhere 
else in the Gospel: e ia ia  (7:53), opGpoj (8:2), gpammateuj (8:3), moiceia 
(8:3), aUtofwnoj (8:4), moiceuw (8:4), kuptw (8:6), katagpafw (8:6), 
epimenw (8:7), anakuptw (8:7, 10), anamaptrtoj (8:7), katakuptw (8:8), 
ppeoßutepoj (8:9), kataleipw (8:9), and katakpinw (8:10 and 11).
The question then becomes, does a high number of non-Johannine 
vocabulary in the Pericope Adulterae automatically brand the passage as 
“non-Johannine?” No, not unless one is prepared to do the same for various 
other undisputed passages in the Gospel of John. When the same principle 
is applied to the rest of the Gospel, including narrative sections of similar 
length (plus or minus twelve verses), there are a surprising number of 
passages that contain similar high numbers of “non-Johannine” terms as the 
Pericope Adulterae and sometimes even more.144 For example, 1:14-27
143 For example, Johnson (1964:183) suggests thirteen, while Metzger (1994:189­
190) discusses only seven. Köstenberger (2004:245) and Morgenthaler 
(1958:60-62, 187) list fourteen, while Bryant (1998:194 note 5), Hugenberger 
(2006), and Keith (2008:380) all list fifteen. Sinclair (1994:152) does as well, 
but he fails to list them.
144 Contrary to this, Bryant (1998:194 note 4) suggests that other passages of similar 
length in the Gospel of John do not contain unique terms; however, Bryant only 
references John 1:1-12 and 21:1-12. The prologue and what could be called “the 
epilogue” hardly provide enough for comparison, especially in view of the 
multiple examples cited in favor of numerous unique terms presented in the 
Fourth Gospel.
contains eleven unique terms.145 2:5-17 contains nineteen.146 John 6:3-14 
includes thirteen words found nowhere else in John,147 including three 
hapax legomena, paiôapion, KpiGinoj, and ßißpwokw.148 Perhaps most 
striking is the comparison between the story of the woman at the well in 4:4­
16 and the Pericope Adulterae. These passages are similar in length and in 
subject matter with Jesus encountering “sinful” women in both, yet 4:4-16 
fairs worse than the disputed Pericope Adulterae. John 4:4-16 contains 
eighteen words found nowhere else in the Gospel of John, two of which, 
ougcpaomai and Gpemma are found nowhere else in the New Testament 
(Wilson, 2004).149 Likewise, John 7:53-8:11 includes more “Johannine” 
vocabulary (words that are common to the Fourth Gospel and other 
Johannine literature) than this more commonly accepted passage (see 
discussions below).
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145 okrnow (v. 14), 9eaomai (v. 14), plhpwma (v. 16), eXrgeomai (v. 18), Aeuitrç (v. 
19), ’H lia j (v. 21, 23), ßoaw (v. 23), euGuj (v. 23), aÇioç (v. 27), imâç (v. 27), 
ùpoôrma (v. 27).
146 liGinoj (v. 6), ùôpia (v. 6, 7), m e tp r tj  (v. 6), apcitp ik lino j (v. 8, 9), ôiaKonoç 
(v.5, 9), meGuokw (v. 10), eiaoown (v. 10), pwAiw (v. 14, 16), ßooj; (v. 14, 15), 
Kepmatiothj (v. 14), fpageilion  (v. 15), ocoiniwn (v. 15), e ^ w  (v. 15), Kepma 
(v. 15), tpapeCa (v. 15), anatpepw (v. 15), empopion (v. 16), Chloç (v. 17), 
KateoGiw (v. 17).
147 It could be argued that since this miracle is included in all four Gospels that the 
Fourth Evangelist borrowed terminology from the Synoptic Gospel, and therefore 
that this example does not provide a comparable passage with that of the 
Pericope Adulterae. However, on the contrary, John 6:3-14 could also 
demonstrate the possibility that the Fourth Evangelist either used a similar source 
for portions of his Gospel. Either way, this provides probable evidence that the 
Pericope Adulterae may be a similar passage that originated from a common 
source or that was borrowed from another Evangelist. This could provide 
reasonable cause for the appearance of some non-Johannine vocabulary. For a 
discussion regarding the Gospel of John’s relationship with the Synoptic Gospels 
and the possibility of similar sources see sections 7.0 and 8.0 below.
148 anepcomai (v. 3), ßpacuj (v. 7), paiôapion (v. 9), KpiGinoj (v. 9, 13), coptoj (v.
10), apiGmoj (v. 10), pentaKiocilioi (v. 10), ôiaôiôwmi (v. 11), empiplrmi (v. 12), 
pepiooeuw (v. 12, 13), Kiaoma (v. 12, 13), Kofinoj (v. 13), ßißpwokw (v. 13).
149 Samapeia (v. 4, 5, 7), ôiepcomai (v. 4, 15), Sucap (v. 5), plroion (v. 5), cwpion 
(v. 5), ’IaKwß (v. 5, 6, 12), prgh (v. 6), ôôoipopia (v. 6), tpofh  (v. 8), Samapitij 
(v. 9), ougcpaomai (v. 9), ôwpea (v. 10), antlrma (v. 11), fpeap (v. 11), ßaGuj (v.
11), Gpemma (v. 12), aiiomai (v. 14), enqase (v. 15, 16).
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Most notably, as Alan Johnson (1966:93-94) has demonstrated, John 
7:53-8:11 fares much better in vocabulary compared with 2:13-17; this latter 
passage has a greater number of non-Johannine terms, missing “preferred” 
Johannine words, and hapax legomena, all in less than half the number of 
total words. Further, John 2:13-17 even includes several terms which are 
rare in the Fourth Gospel, but common in the Gospel of Luke. Johnson cites 
terms such as ßoaj (once in John, three times in Luke), p Oç (sixty-three 
times in John, one hundred fifty-two times in Luke), and Katafage (three 
times in John, nine times in Luke) as examples.150 The following is a 
reproduction of Johnson’s chart comparing these two passages:
D ia g ra m  2.0
7 :53-8 :11 2 :13-17
Total Words 168 73
Total Vocabulary 81 47
Total Hapax in John 13 (16%) 14 (30%)
Total Hapax in Synoptics 1 (1%) 3 (6%)
Total Hapax in N.T. 4 (5%) 4 (9%)
Hapax in Greek Bible 2 (2%) 4 (9%)
Lukan Preferred Words 4 (4%) 2 (4%)
Johannine Preferred Words 14 (17%) 4 (9%)
It can also be noted that the Prologue and chapter 21 of the Gospel 
contain unique terms and so-called non-Johannine features, and yet one 
cannot necessarily excise either from the Fourth Gospel. Instead, as several 
have reminded, one must work with the Gospel as a whole in the form that it 
now stands (cf. Du Rand, 1986:152-153), because this is the only form of
150 naç is not the strongest example presented by Johnson. Though it is found much 
less frequently in the Gospel of John compared to the Gospel of Luke, sixty-three 
occurrences hardly can be considered rare.
the Gospel that we are certain has existed.151 Fortna (1988:312), who 
dissects the Gospel in various ways, concedes that portions such as the 
Prologue are unique but still considered to be Johannine. Brodie (1993:15) 
comments that the manuscripts are “unanimous in presenting the entire 
Gospel in its present form,” including chapter 21. Based on this comparison 
of the Prologue and numerous other undisputed passages, one should be 
reminded not to stress any non-Johannine features in John 7:53-8:11 too 
severely. Such analyses may prove too much, dismissing passages that 
otherwise are generally undisputed. It is with as a background that the 
presence and absence of particular terms are now investigated within the 
Pericope Adulterae.
3 .1  to  ôpoç  t(3v  e la icôn
The first phrase in the Pericope Adulterae that may be considered non­
Johannine is to opoj twn eiaiwn, found in 8:1. The simple term opoj is 
found in John 4:20, 4:21, 6:3, and 6:15, but eiaiwn is absent from the 
Gospel and the phrase to opoj twn eiaiwn is likewise not included. This 
latter phrase can be translated as “the Mount of Olives” (Balz and 
Schneider, 1993:533-534; Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 2000; Bauer, Arndt, 
and Gingrich, 2000:586), though it literally means “the mountain of olive 
trees” (Barrett, 1978:591; Louw and Nida, 1988) or perhaps “a mountain/ 
hill known for its olive trees” (Newman and Nida, 1980:257). The Mount of 
Olives is a hill about three kilometers long running north to south, lying east 
of Jerusalem across the Kidron Valley, named for the large number of olive 
trees that grew on it (Ewell and Comfort, 2001:975). Though the phrase to 
opoj twn eiaiwn is found only here in the Fourth Gospel, it is not unique to 
the New Testament; many references to the Mount of Olives can be found in 
the Synoptic Gospels,152 most notably in the Gospel of Luke,153 where it is
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151 Lightfoot, 1983:8; Culpepper, 1983:49; Brodie, 1993:15; Culpepper and Black, 
1996:241; Brown, 2003: 63, 86, 111, 308.
152 Much has been written regarding the relationship between the Gospel of John 
and the Synoptic Gospels; however, a consensus opinion of how these Gospels 
are related has yet to be formed. For a discussion of this see John, the M averick 
Gospel by Robert Kysar (1993:3-26) or John and the Synoptics by Adelbert 
Denaux (1992). Several scholars suggest that there are many “Synoptic” type 
passages in John's Gospel, and “Johannine” phrases in the Synoptic Gospels 
(Streeter, 1924:393ff; Abbott, 1968a:19ff; Dodd, 1976; Scott, 1978:234; Moo 
and Morris, 1992:160-162; Kysar, 1993:10-12; Exell and Spence, 1890-1919; 
Smith, 1999:152-4; Fortna, 1988:218). For a more complete discussion of these
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often described as a resting spot of Jesus in the Synoptic Gospels (cf. 
Matthew 21:1, 24:3, 26:30, Mark 11:1, 13:3, 14:26, Luke 21:37, and 22:39) 
(Hoskyns, 1940:678; O’Day 1995:628; Moloney, 1998b:260).
The rarity of this term in Johannine writings compared to the Synoptics 
has fueled the suggestion that the Pericope Adulterae is of Lukan origin 
rather than Johannine,154 but it should remembered from the previous 
chapter (section 2.3) that this phrase may have more to do with a connection 
to the Feast of Tabernacles and the LXX’s version of Zechariah 14 than 
Luke’s Gospel (Scott, 2000:57). Zechariah 14 provides much of the 
backdrop for the later redemptive themes that came to be associated with the 
Tabernacles Feast,155 and given the fact that Zechariah 14 was the 
traditional lection for the Feast (Dodd, 1953b:35), it is quite possible that 
other connections with Zechariah may be woven throughout the entire 
Tabernacles Discourse. Added to this is the likelihood that the Fourth 
Evangelist employs Zechariah 14:8 in 7:38 (Newbigin, 1982:91; Keener, 
2003:736). In this passage, “living water” is promised to flow out of 
Jerusalem on the day of the LORD, which most likely provides the 
background for the water libation ritual of the Feast156 and Jesus’ claim to 
be the source of living water in John 7:37-38 as well. Similarly in Zechariah 
14:3-4, the LORD promised to come and fight for his people and to stand on 
the Mount of Olives (to opoj twn eiaiwn), which is generally understood to 
be a reference to the coming of the Messiah, the very one whom Jesus 
claims to be (Peterson, 1995:141-143; Klein, 2008:403-404). Thus, the 
appearance of this term in the Gospel of John may very well be intentional, 
for it is used in the middle of the Feast of Tabernacles in reference to the
similarities see section 7.0 below (section 8.0 will focus on the relationship with 
the Gospel of Luke in particular).
153 It should be noted that two of the occurrences in the Gospel of Luke (19:29 and 
21:37) refer to the “Mount of Olives,” but use the phrase to opoj to KaloUmenon 
’Elaiwn instead of to opoj twn eiaiwn. This phrase is better translated “the 
Mount called Olivet/Olives.”
154 Cf. Salvoni, 1960:12; Brown, 1966-1970:336; Carson, 2000:334; Lindars, 
1981:308; Schnackenburg, 1982:163; Lightfoot, 1983:346; Sloyan, 1988:97; 
Talbert, 1992:157; Keck, 1996:628; Bryant, 1998:195 note 6.
155 Baylis, 1989:176; Cory, 1997:114-115; Thielman, 1999:101-102; Köstenberger, 
2000:10; Keener, 2003:736.
156 Dodd, 1953b:348-349; Newbigin, 1982:91; Matson, 2002:49; Eisenburg, 
2004:227, 236.
place where Jesus spent the night in between making two statements (7:37­
38 and 8:12) which are likely be packed with eschatological significance 
and messianic expectation, (Baylis, 1989:176 note 16; Cory, 1997:114-115).
In addition to this, elements of symbolism and irony may be implied as 
well, for the customs of the Feast of Tabernacles included the action of 
facing the Mount of Olives each day. Each morning the priests would go to 
the Easter Wall of the Temple just before dawn and face the Mount of 
Olives; their backs would thus be to the sun in a symbolic gesture of 
rejection of their previous sin of sun worship (Mullins, 2003:208). As the 
scribes and Pharisees ultimately reject Jesus, they are rejecting true worship 
of God and reverting back to their old ways. It is ironic that they face the 
Mount of Olives, where Jesus spends the night, yet they miss Jesus himself. 
It is possible that the author of the Pericope Adulterae intended to 
demonstrate this ironic twist, in keeping with Johannine style (see sections
11.1 and 11.4 below).
Beyond these explanations, there are numerous geographical terms in the 
Gospel of John that only appear once (Exell and Spence, 1890-1919; 
Wilson, 2004), such as Ainwn (Aenon, 3:23), SaAeim (Salim, 3:23), SucOp 
(Sychar, 4:4), BrGZaGO (Bethzatha/Bethesda, 5:2), BriGAiem (Bethlehem, 
7:42), th otoO tou SoAomwnoj (Solomon’s Portico/Colonnade of Solomon, 
10:23), ’Efpaim (Ephraim, 11:54), Keôpwn (Kidron, 18:1), raßßaGO 
(Gabbatha, 19:13) and ToAgoGO (Golgotha, 19:17).157 Though these terms 
are used only once in the Fourth Gospel, it is reasonable to assume that most 
if not all were very well known landmarks on par with the Mount of Olives. 
In addition, many of these terms such as BrGAeem, th otoO tou SoAomwnoj, 
and ToAgoGa are found only once in the Gospel of John but are also used 
multiple times in the Synoptics or in Acts;158 others such as ’Efpaim and 
Keôpwn are found numerous in the LXX similar to to opoj twn eiaiwn .159
164
157 Both raßßaGO (Gabbatha, 19:13) and ToAgoGO (Golgotha, 19:17) are Hebrew 
terms transliterated into Greek.
158 For example, th  otoO tou SoAomwnoj is found in Acts 3:11 and 5:12. BrGAeem is 
found in Matthew 2:1, 2:5, 2:6, 2:8, 2:16, Luke 2:4, and 2:15, in addition to 
forty-three appearances in the LXX (Genesis, Joshua, Judges, Ruth, 1 Samuel, 2 
Samuel, 1 Chronicles, 2 Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, Jeremiah, and Micah). 
ToAgoGO is found in Matthew 27:33 and Mark 15:22.
159 Keôpwn is found in 2 Samuel 15:23, 1 Kings 2:37, 15:13, 2 Kings 23:4, 23:6, 
23:12, 2 Chronicles 15:16, 29:16, 30:14, and Jeremiah 31:40. ’Efpaim is used 
frequently in the LXX (six times in Genesis, twelve times in Numbers, twice in 
Deuteronomy, fifteen times in Joshua, twenty times in Judges, three times in 1
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The context of the Feast of Tabernacles may provide reason to use this term 
as with other geographic locations such as those mentioned above. At the 
very least, it is demonstrable that the appearance of an unusual geographic 
terminology is not foreign to the Gospel of John.
3 .2  opG poj
A second term from the pericope that is frequently labeled as non- 
Johannine160 is opGpoj, found in 8:2 and generally translated as “early,” 
indicating a particular period of time before dawn.161 The reason for the 
non-Johannine label is due to the fact that this term is found only here in the 
Gospel of John, while appearing twice in Lukan writings, once in Luke 24:1 
and another time in Acts 5:21. In an effort to explain the unusual appearance 
of this word in the pericope, Hodges and Farstad (1985:xxvii) suggest that 
the term opGpoj is “idiomatic.” Others try to link the term to Jesus’ “light of 
the world” statement in John 8:12, referencing Isaiah 9:2 as the backdrop of 
both opGpoj and Jesus’ statement (cf. Comfort, 1989:145-147, 1992:145; 
Heil, 1992:182-191). This latter argument certainly accords well with 
typical of Johannine style of intertwining Old Testament passages into the 
Gospel text without direct quotation,162 a trait less visible in the Synoptics 
(Moyise, 2004:71, 73), but it is problematic due to the fact that the term 
opGpoj does not actually appear in Isaiah 9. Some have observed that the 
Evangelist appears to have been particularly fond of Isaiah, quoting the book 
and borrowing themes frequently, thus stressing that a direct quotation is not 
necessary (Hanson, 1991:166; Harris, 1996-2006). In fact, Dodd (1953b:61- 
110) suggests that John regularly quotes from what he calls “the Bible of the 
early Church,” which he claims includes Isaiah 6-9:7 along with the 
aforementioned Zechariah 9-14. Following this suggestion, one might argue 
that the allusion to Isaiah 9:1-2 is an answer to the objection that “no 
prophet rises from Galilee” in 7:52 (Comfort, 1992:145). According to
Samuel, four times in 2 Samuel, twice in 1 Kings, twice in 2 Kings, six times in 1 
Chronicles, sixteen times in 2 Chronicles, twice in Nehemiah, five times in 
Psalms, nine times in Isaiah, six times in Jeremiah, twice in Ezekiel, thirty-one 
times in Hosea, once in Obadiah, and twice in Zechariah).
160 Cf. Meyer, 1884:294; McLachlan, 1920:269; Marsh, 1957:682; Macgregor, 
1959:212; Godet, 1978:84; Barrett, 1978:561; Witherington, 1995:363; Bryant, 
1998:194 note 5; Carson, 2000:334; Lincoln, 2005:529-530.
161 Lange, 1950:271; Louw and Nida, 1988; Balz and Schneider, 1993:531; Friberg, 
Friberg, and Miller, 2000; Bauer, Arndt, and Gingrich, 2000:584.
162 Hanson, 1991; Brown, 2003:133; Goodwin, 1954:61-75; van der Watt, 2007:91.
Isaiah 9, it is out of Galilee that the people will see a great light, the very 
thing that Jesus claims to be in John 8:12. All of these facts together do 
provide a fairly good case in favor of John using the term opGpoj from the 
LXX text of Isaiah; however, Harris (2006) also suggests that a connection 
to Isaiah 9 is neither required nor obvious. One should likely not make too 
much of this possible connection.
Still, it could be argued that perhaps the Evangelist is using a familiar 
term from the LXX, not from Isaiah but possibly from another book. This is 
due to the fact that opGpoj is used numerous times in the Septuagint,163 
including six times in Jeremiah (7:25, 25:4, 33:5, 39:33, 42;14, and 51:4), 
where the term is used forcefully to pronounce woes against Judah and the 
Temple. It is on these very Temple grounds chided by Jeremiah that the 
events of John 7:53-8:11 take place, and thus a connection to Jeremiah may 
be intended. This argument could be further strengthened if one adds to this 
the possible link to Jeremiah 17:13, which several have suggested provides 
clues as to what Jesus wrote on the ground in 8:6 and a:8; this suggestion 
has been offered by ancient Church Fathers, such as Jerome (Pel. 2.17.20) 
and Ambrose (Ep. 50.4-5), but also by modern scholars as well (Jeremias, 
1963:158; Schnackenburg, 1982:166; Minear, 1991:25). While such 
speculations about what Jesus wrote on the ground are endless and often 
fruitless, it is worth considering that those who have suggested that Jesus 
wrote Jeremiah 17:13 may have observed directly or indirectly this 
connection to the book of Jeremiah (Schnackenburg, 1982:166).164 It is
166
163 Genesis 19:15, 32:27, Exodus 19:16, Joshua 6:15, Judges 16:2, 1925, 19:26, 1 
Samuel, 9:26, 1 Esdras 9:41, Nehemiah 4:15, Ezra 5:14, Judith 14:2, 14:11, 
Tobit 8:18, Psalm 56:9, 62:7, 107:3, 118:148, 138:9, Proverbs 7:18, 23:25, Song 
of Solomon 6:10, Sirach 24:32, Hosea 6:3, 10:15, Amos 4:13, Joel 2:2, Susanna 
1:12, and 1:13.
164 Jennifer Knust and Tommy Wasserman presented a paper at the 2009 Annual 
Meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature entitled “Earth Accuses Earth: 
Tracing Jesus’ Writing on the Ground.” The paper details Ambrose’s reference 
to Jeremiah 17:13 and the development of such an interpretation of Jesus’ writing 
on the ground in the Pericope Adulterae. This paper does not prove a connection 
between the Pericope Adulterae and Jeremiah 17:3, but rather traces the later 
history of such an interpretation in commentary, art, etc. Were there similar 
wording in John 8:6 and 8:8, it might be easier to point to a possible allusion; 
however, without such borrowed vocabulary it becomes difficult. The allusion 
may be suggested due to the reference to prghn Cwrç in connection with Jesus’ 
statement in John 7:37-38, but this assumes that the pericope is properly placed 
between 7:52 and 8:12. This allusion would also require the attempted 
entrapment of Jesus to be considered a “forsaking of the LORD” (egkateAipon
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possib le that the w ell-know n and w ell-read  book  o f  Jerem iah  has provided  
the insp ira tion  for this un ique term  here in  John and even in  L uke/A cts as 
w ell. It does appear tha t som e o f  the strongest connections betw een  the 
G ospel o f John and the L X X  include the books o f  Jerem iah  along w ith 
E zekiel (Thom pson, 2006:274), b u t the connection  in  th is instance rem ains 
unclear.
Further, if  a connection  w ith  Jerem iah  is no t intended, it also possib le 
tha t there instead  cou ld  be a connection  w ith  the book  o f  H osea (Yee, 
1988:72). In C hapter 4, it w as argued that m uch o f  the background  o f  the 
F east o f  T abernacles is associa ted  w ith  Israe l’s W ilderness period, w hich 
passages in  H osea h igh ligh t (cf. 2:14-23) (see section  2.3). The use o f  the 
te rm  opGpoj m ay serve as a subtle connection  to H osea 2, m uch like the use 
o f  the phrase to  opoj twn eAaiwnj serves as a possib le connection  to the 
redem ptive passage, Z echariah  14. H ow ever, like each  o f the suggested 
exam ples o f Isaiah  9 and Jerem iah  17, there is little that p rovides absolute 
certain ty  o f  such connections.
F inally , it is also possib le that the use o f this te rm  in the Pericope 
A dulterae m ay be the resu lt o f a choice to em phasize the contrasting  actions 
o f  Jesus and the w om an’s accusers. A s d iscussed  in  C hapter 4, Johannine 
dualism  often  contrasts ligh t and dark  (see section  3.5). W hereas the 
adultery  and/or the p lanned  consp iracy  o f the scribes and Pharisees w ere 
likely  conducted  under the darkness o f  night, Jesu s’ actions are in  the open 
during the day. Though the F ourth  E vangelist usua lly  denotes tim e by wpa 
(1:39, 4:6, and 19:14), the te rm  opGpoj here in  8:2 m ay be u sed  to signify 
tha t it is daw n, draw ing attention  to the ligh t o f  the rising  sun m ore so than 
to  any particu lar tim e o f  day (H odges, 1980:43). A t the very  least, the term  
cou ld  be used  to  signify  the tim e o f day w hen the festal pilgrim s w ould  
re tu rn  to the Tem ple for the day ’s events (Lange, 1950:271).
It is d ifficu lt to know  for certain  w here the te rm  opGpoj com es from  and 
w hether or no t it is an allusion to a particu lar book  or books in  the LX X , bu t 
there are several p robable explanations for the appearance o f this term  in the 
G ospel o f  John. D ue to possib le connections in  Jerem iah, H osea, and/or 
Isaiah  as w ell as the possib ility  o f  em phasis or in tended  contrasts, opGpoj 
should  no t so quickly  be labeled  as non-Johannine. Instead  the term  m ight 
rather be seen as a L X X  term  tha t is occasionally  alluded  to  in  certain  
situations in  the N ew  Testam ent, including here in  the Pericope A dulterae. 
Further, sem antically  it is d ifficu lt to bu ild  a strong case around  the 
appearance o f the term  given the fact that it on ly  occurs tw o other tim es in 
the N ew  Testam ent.
ton kUpion), which is likely a valid interpretation of the events of John 7:53-8:11. 
Still, it remains very uncertain whether an actual allusion to Jeremiah is present.
3 .3  n apayin o fia i
Another so-called “non-Johannine” term is found in 8:2, the verb 
papaginomai, translated “to come, arrive, present oneself.” 165 The 
frequency of the usage of this term in the New Testament compared with its 
virtual absence in Johannine literature leads some to conclude that 
papaginomai is non-Johannine.166 The term is used three times in Matthew 
(2:1, 3:1, 3:13), once in Mark 14:43, once in 1 Corinthians16:3, once in 2 
Timothy 4:16, and once in Hebrews 9:11, in addition to numerous uses in 
the LXX;167 however, most significantly for the present discussion, the term 
is used heavily in both the Gospel of Luke and the book of Acts.168 This is 
contrasted with one appearance in John 3:23. Such an apparent imbalance 
of usage leads to accusations that the term is in fact Lukan (for a discussion 
about what makes a term “Lukan” see section 8.0 below).169
Contra this, papaginomai is clearly a more preferred word in Lukan 
writings, but one cannot necessarily label the word as “Lukan” per se, due to 
its heavy usage in the LXX (180 of the 216 appearances of the term). This 
being the case, it would seem that papaginomai would be would be a familiar 
term for all of the New Testament writers, not just the writer(s) of the Lukan 
literature. While no other New Testament book uses the term near as 
frequently, including the Gospel of John, one cannot label the term Lukan. 
The fact that the Fourth Evangelist uses papaginomai more sparingly (only 
once in 3:23) may be of no real surprise, due to the fact that he along the 
author of the Gospel of Mark, who likewise uses the term sparingly (only
168
165 Balz and Schneider, 1993:17; Louw and Nida, 2000; Friberg, Friberg, and 
Miller, 2000; Bauer, Arndt, and Gingrich, 2000:618-619.
166 Cf. Davidson, 1896:515; Salvoni, 1960:12; Barrett, 1978:561; Talbert, 
1992:157; Witherington, 1995:363; Carson, 2000:334; Lincoln, 2005:529-530.
167 Seven times in Genesis, eleven times in Exodus, once in Leviticus, six times in 
Numbers, once in Deuteronomy, eight times in Joshua, fifteen times in Judges, 
twice in Ruth, eighteen times in 1 Samuel, thirty times in 2 Samuel, six times in 1 
Kings, twice in 2 Kings, etc.
168 Eight times: 7:4, 7:20, 8:19, 11:6, 12:51, 14:21, 19:16, and 22:52 and twenty 
times: 5:21, 5:22, 5:25, 9:26, 9:39, 10:33, 11:23, 13:14, 14:27, 15:4, 17:10, 
18:27, 20:18, 21:18, 23:16, 23:35, 24:17, 24:24, 25:7, 28:21 respectively.
169 Cf. Davidson, 1896:515; Salvoni, 1960:12; Barrett, 1978:561; Talbert, 
1992:157; Witherington, 1995:363; Carson, 2000:334; Lincoln, 2005:529-530.
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once in Mark 14:43), are heavily Semitic in their Greek writing style, in 
contrast to the Gospel of Luke (Anderson, 2001).
Would there be more occasions for these writers, specifically the Fourth 
Evangelist, to use this term more often? Probably, but such speculation is 
an unproductive argument from silence. It is difficult to suggest what an 
author must do. The fact that papaginomai is used by the Evangelist in John 
3:23 demonstrates that he knew the verb and that he was quite willing to use 
it. It could possibly be argued that this is Johannine variety (Grant, 
1963:149-152), but this too is speculative. Whatever the case, there is at 
least one example of Johannine usage provided to compare with the 
appearance of the term in John 7:53-8:11. Thus, the inclusion of the term 
papaginomai should not be used as an argument for a non-Johannine 
authorship of the Pericope Adulterae. Neither should the cumulative case of 
this term along with the two previously mentioned, for all three 
terms/phrases have roots in the LXX.
3 .4  X a o j
One does not have to go very far to find the next term/phrase that is often 
cited to argue that this pericope is foreign to the Gospel of John. Verse 2 
also includes the phrase pOj o Aaoj, which has been translated “all the 
people.” The argument for what makes this phrase “non-Johannine” is that 
the lexicon of John, including a few times in the context of the preceding 
chapter 7 (7:12, 20, 31, 32, 40, 43, and 49), frequently uses ocAoj for 
“people” rather than Aaoj as found in 8:2.170 The latter of these terms is 
found only twice in the entire Gospel, outside of the Pericope Adulterae 
(11:50 and 18:14); in contrast it is found frequently in the Synoptic Gospels 
(fifty-two times) with the majority of this in the Gospel of Luke.
The usage of Aaoj is admittedly rare in the Gospel of John, but there may 
be some warrant for using the term in this situation rather than the more 
common ocAoj. These two terms are by no means synonyms (Abbott, 
1968a:254ff). Aaoj appears to be used in only one way in the Fourth 
Gospel: to refer to the Jewish people as an ethnic whole. This is in contrast 
to its typical usage in the Synoptic Gospels, where the term generally means 
“the crowd” (Kittel and Friedrich, vol. IV, 1973:51; Friberg, Friberg, and 
Miller, 2000; Bauer, Arndt, and Gingrich, 2000:467-468). In the Fourth
170 Cf. Exell and Spence, 1890-1919; Hoskyns, 1940:679; Marsh, 1957:682; 
Macgregor, 1959:212; Salvoni, 1960:12; Barrett, 1978:561; Godet, 1978:84; 
Talbert, 1992:157; Carson, 2000:334; Keith, 2009:89 note 3; Lincoln, 2005:529­
530. Against this Wieland Willker (2007:17) suggests that the entire sentence 
pOj o Aaoj hpceto ppoj auton is not Lukan, though he does not argue that it is 
Johannine either.
Gospel, Aaoj is only used from the Pharisee's viewpoint, once when spoken 
by Caiaphas in his claim that it would be better for Jesus to die for “the 
people” (11:50) and a second time when this claim is ironically reiterated by 
the narrator at Jesus’ appearance before Caiaphas and Annas (18:14). From 
this perspective Aaoj may be used to refer to the more “respectable” classes 
that had access to the Temple and who supported and/or revered the ruling 
religious parties. This would be the recognized citizens of Judea who could 
freely come and go into the Temple to hear religious teaching and political 
news. In other words, it would signify the Jewish nationals. On the other 
hand, ocAoj is used in nineteen verses in the Fourth Gospel,171 almost 
invariably referring to the crowd of people gathering around Jesus because 
of his signs and his teaching. In regards to this, ocAoj appears to be 
generally used in reference to the general public, the common people, those 
who were not allowed full Temple access and/or respect. This multitude 
would include national Jews, but presumably also Gentiles, Samaritans, 
persons with disabilities, and other mixes of people as well (Bauer, Arndt, 
and Gingrich, 2000:605-606).
This is significant for the present discussion. The setting of Jesus’ 
teaching of “the people” and his ultimate confrontation with the scribes and 
Pharisees appears to be in the outer courts, likely the Court of Women 
(Hodges, 1980:49-50; Newbigin, 1982:92). This is where the Jews could 
assembled, not further outside in such places as the Court of Gentiles or 
even outside the walled in courts, where the marginalized of society would 
be expected to congregate. Evidence from the first century, indicates that 
there were likely threats of death were extended to non-Jews who attempted 
to pass from these outer courts such as the Court of Gentiles into the Court 
of Women (Ferguson, 2003:564, “Warning Inscription”). It would likely 
then only be the national Jews who were allowed to enter into the Court of 
Women to hear from Jesus, not the large mixed crowds. Thus, the unusual 
use of the term Aaoj in the Pericope Adulterae may simply be an attempt on 
the part of the Evangelist to highlight that Jesus is speaking to “his own” 
(John 1:11), the Jews, in keeping with the statement spoken by Caiaphas’ 
and restated by the narrator.
The usage of the term may also be an ironic twist provided on the heels 
of the statement by the Pharisees in 7:49. Here, the Pharisees claim that 
“this people” or “this crowd” (ocAoj) does not know the Law. This claim is 
clearly intended in a derogatory manner, as the Pharisees seem to imply that 
they are not deceived by Jesus; they are the true Jews who know the Law.
170
171 5:13, 6:2, 6:5, 6:22, 6:24, 7:12, 7:20, 7:31, 7:32, 7:40, 7:43, 7:49, 11:42, 12:9, 
12:12, 12:17, 12:18, 12:29, and 12:34.
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The irony provided by the term Aaoj is that it is not just the “deceived” 
multitudes that are coming to Jesus; this is also those who are of true Jewish 
lineage. If this is indeed the case, the appearance of the term would provide 
an additional example of Johannine irony (see section 11.4 below).
Moloney (1998b:263) has further suggested that the phrase pOj o Aaoj is 
an idiomatic figure of speech, providing another possible explanation for the 
appearance of this phrase in the Pericope Adulterae. If this is true, one 
could not use the idiom without using the exact wording of the idiom. In the 
present case, this requires the text to include the term Aaoj instead of ocAoj. 
This argument, however, does not fully prove that the appearance of such a 
phrase is in keeping with Johannine style, for the idiom does not occur 
anywhere else in the Gospel. In contrast, the phrase is found once in 
Matthew and five times in the Luke/Acts (Luke 7:29, 18:43, 21:38, Acts 3:9, 
and 3:11). Thus, one could argue that the idiom is more Lukan than 
Johannine. Against such a claim, there is widespread usage of the phrase 
pOj o Aaoj in the LXX; therefore, it is likely that the idiom is more 
representative of more ancient sources than of Lukan material.
When Jesus’ situation in John 7:53-8:11 is compared to that of Moses’ 
receiving of the Law in Exodus, it can be noted that the phrase may find 
additional common ground (Goodier, 2008:14). Particularly interesting is 
Exodus 19, where the people are about to receive the Law at Mount Sinai 
and Exodus 20 after Moses receives the Law; Aaoj is found eighteen times 
in Exodus 19:5-25 and three times in 20:18-21. In fact, Aaoj is the word 
used 168 times in Exodus to describe “the people,” compared to ocAoj 
which is never used in the book. Given the parallels to Moses presented 
throughout the Tabernacles Discourse and in the Pericope Adulterae (see 
sections 2.3 and 3.1 in Chapter 4), it perhaps makes more sense for the 
author to use the term Aaoj.
Any of the above arguments should suffice to explain the appearance of 
this term; together they may even provide a substantial rebuttal to any 
claims that the appearance of the term makes the Pericope Adulterae “non­
Johannine.” While the term or phrase is not necessarily “Johannine,” it does 
not appear to be uniquely Lukan nor Synoptic either; it is instead likely a 
biblical term. Aaoj and/or the expression pOj o Aaoj, similar to the terms 
discussed above, is found about 200 times in the LXX. Likewise, though 
rare, Aaoj cannot necessarily be labeled a non-Johannine, for it is found in 
the Fourth Gospel on occasion, outside of the Pericope Adulterae.
3 .5  KaQîÇw
Further in 8:2, the term KoGifw stands out as an unfamiliar term in 
Johannine writings. In the intrastitive it simply means “to sit down” (Louw 
and Nida, 1988; Balz and Schneider, 1993:224-225; Bauer, Arndt, and
Gingrich, 2000:390-391) and is often associated with sitting in a place of 
power or authority (Brown, 1975:587-588). This rare, though not totally out 
of the ordinary, occurrence of Jesus sitting to teach in the Gospel of John 
has once again caused criticism of the Pericope’s Johannine status in favor 
of more Synoptic ties.172 This is largely due to the fact that this is the only 
time Jesus is expressly said to be sitting to teach in the Fourth Gospel, 
though Jesus is said to do this in the Synoptics (cf. Matthew 5:1-2, Mark 
9:35, and Luke 5:3). In the Gospel of John, Jesus does sit (KoGiÇw) on the 
back of a donkey to his Triumphal Entry into Jerusalem in John 12:14 and in 
his encounter with the Samaritan woman at the well in John 4:6. The former 
provides a very different context;173 the latter provides a related yet 
different term, KoGeComai.174 Though the terms are different, they do have a 
common root and both can include the concept of sitting or occupying a 
place of authority such as a teacher, counselor, or judge (Brown, 1975:587­
588; Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 2000). Jesus also “sits” (kOGhmai) with his 
disciples in 6:3. The text does not indicate that Jesus is “sitting to teach,” 
but given Jesus’ question in verse 5 and the subsequent “teaching” when he 
provides food for the five-thousand plus people and the “Bread of Life 
Discourse,” it could be observed that Jesus was sitting to teach. The term 
here us kOGhmai which is also different from that of 8:2, but the meanings of 
both terms are quite similar (Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 2000).
One explanation for the appearance of this rare term is the fact that the 
Fourth Evangelist has a tendency to vary his words (Grant, 1963:149-152), 
as discussed in section 1.0 above. It is possible that in the case of John 4:6 
and John 8:2 another example of such variety is found, though this is not the 
strongest argument. Beyond this, there may also interesting parallels that 
can be observed between the events of chapters 4 and 8 of the Gospel. In 
chapter 4, one does find Jesus “sitting” in preparation for a teaching 
encounter. This admittedly not a “Sermon on the Mount” type of teaching 
encounter, but there are various parallels between John 7:53-8:11 and Jesus’ 
interaction with Samaritan woman in John 4 (Tasker, 1994:110-111). Both
172
172 Cf. Meyer, 1884:258; Hoskyns, 1940:678; Godet, 1978:84; Lightfoot, 1983:347; 
Exell and Spence, 1890-1919; Carson, 2000:334; Barrett, 1978:561.
173 The situation in John 12:14 is similar to that of Mark 11:7. In both cases Jesus’ 
disciples are asked to bring a colt for Jesus and he “sits” on it (KoGiCw).
174 KaGeComai is also used in reference to Mary (John 11:20) and the angels in 
Jesus’ empty tomb (20:12); however, neither example provides a similar context 
of sitting in a position of authority nor includes any reference to teaching.
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texts describe Jesus as sitting before the encounter, present Jesus being 
involved with women guilty of sexual sins, highlight Jesus’ restraint from 
judgment (even though he appears to know of each woman’s sin), and end 
with applications to leave a sin behind; the Pericope Adulterae does this 
with adirect statement and the story of the Woman at the Well with what 
may be a symbolic action of leaving the water pot behind.175 Kitzberger 
(1998:26 note 17) further adds that both are presented within a “patriarchal 
framework.” Of course, the difference between the texts is that Jesus is not 
sitting to teach a group of people in John 4, as he does in 8:2. There is also 
no reference to teaching indicated by use of the term ô i ô Oo k w  in chapter 4 
that is found in 8:2. These differences, however, have more to do with the 
setting and circumstances before the encounter than the confrontation that 
follows. In the Pericope Adulterae, Jesus is said to be “in the Temple” (eij 
to iepon) where others were gathered to him. Here Jesus assumes the 
proper position of a rabbi, seated to teach.176 In contrast in John 4, Jesus is 
left alone at a simple well is Samaria, nowhere near the Temple. In this 
latter case, Jesus is not in the proper context for teaching, nor is there any 
audience to be expected. However, Jesus does clearly teach in John 4; he 
offers salvation (4:13-14), demonstrates that he knows/judges thoughts and 
actions (4:16-18), teaches about worship (4:21-24), and reveals himself to be 
the Messiah (4:26). Without using the specific term for teaching ( ô i ô Oo k w ) ,  
John 4 does present Jesus as teaching and sitting (different term, but the 
same action) in the process. The differences are not as great as imagined, 
and the similarities are perhaps greater.
Still, the difference in vocabulary remains. In John 4, Jesus KoGeComai, 
but in John 8 Jesus KoGiCw. In fact outside of 8:2, Jesus is never referenced 
as “sitting” in a position of authority to teach or to judge with the term 
KoGiCw in the Fourth Gospel. However, Pilate is, being described as “sitting 
on the seat of judgment” during Jesus’ trial with this same term, KoGiCw 
(19:13). Thus, the term is not without example in the Gospel after all, even 
though it is not used in reference to Jesus. When this example is compared 
to that of the theme of judgment found throughout the Tabernacles 
Discourse (see section 2.2 in Chapter 4), there may be a greater connection. 
Because judges typically sit to judge in both the LXX (cf. Exodus 18:13-14, 
Judges 4:4-5, Psalm 9:7, Proverbs 20:8, Isaiah 28:6, and Joel 3:12) and the 
New Testament (cf. Romans 14:10, 2 Corinthians 5:10, Revelation 20:4, and
175 Brodie, 1993:224; Lee, 1994:84; Conway, 1999:123; Koester, 2003:190.
176 Hodges, 1980:43; Scott, 2000:59; Morris, 1987:292; Schnackenburg, 
1982:2:163, 1998:100.
20:12), it is possible that in the Pericope Adulterae, Jesus is forced to make 
a ruling similar to that of a judge in the case against the woman. This 
argument may be further strengthened when we consider that Jesus is being 
presented to be the new Moses in the Gospel of John, including in the 
Tabernacles Discourse as well (cf. 1:17, 3:14, 5:46, 6:32, 7:22-23, 9:28- 
29)(see section 3.1 in Chapter 4). When one considers how Moses is 
described in LXX in a passage such as Exodus 18:13-14, where he “takes 
his seat” (ougKoGiCw) to judge the people and “sits as judge” (koGeComai) the 
possible connection with the Pericope becomes apparent. These examples 
provide different terminology with the former using the same root KoGiCw 
with an added prefix and the latter using the related verb, but both do 
provide similar actions. It is possible that 8:2 provides another 
demonstration of Jesus’ imitating what Moses did, but in a greater capacity. 
Whereas Moses could not bear the weight of sitting and judging Israel alone, 
Jesus is the judge of the world and is thus able to do so.
Finally, it is interesting to consider who Jesus is teaching in John 8:2. 
This may provide one final reason to explain the use of the term KoGiCw. 
Similar to the discussion above about the use of the term Aaoj, here we find 
Jesus speaking to a different kind of crowd. This is likely not the multitudes 
(ocAoj) who are often front and center in the Gospel, but rather the national 
Jews (Aaoj ) in the Temple Courts, perhaps including some of the religious 
elite. Jesus’ posture may have changed in regards to this. He is not standing 
to address the masses, but rather sitting to specifically teach possible would- 
be disciples. As Köstenberger (1998:97-128) has pointed out, the Fourth 
Gospel frequently presents Jesus as a Jewish paßßi; here in 8:2, Jesus looks 
to have taken the seated position of a paßßi to teach those in the Temple. 
This may very well be how Jesus’ opponents interpreted the scene; in verse 
4, they address Jesus as didOokoAe, a term that is used synonymously with 
paßßi in the Gospel of John (Ibid, 1998:100).177 The unusual nature of 
Jesus’ posture fits the unusual (for the Gospel of John at least) situation in 
which Jesus finds himself teaching, and perhaps judging as well. The 
uniqueness of the storyline in both the Tabernacles Discourse and Pericope 
Adulterae may warrant a varied term that presents Jesus as one 
teaching/judging with authority. Unique situations often demand unique
174
177 Köstenberger argues that Jesus is addressed exclusively in the Fourth Gospel as 
paßßi, ôiôOoKoAe, or kUpioj, and that all three terms are virtually synonymous. If 
this is indeed the case, one might argue that the terms paßßi (8:2) and kUpioj 
(8:11) form an inclusio of sorts for the Pericope Adulterae. The method of 
teaching changes throughout the pericope, but the authority of the message and 
the message itself remain consistent.
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vocabulary. The term KoGiCw is admittedly rare (not totally absent) in the 
Gospel of John, but there are various reasons to explain its appearance in 
8:2, whether contextual ties to judgment and/or Moses, Johannine variety, or 
the uniqueness of Jesus’ teaching situation. Whatever the case, the term 
should not necessarily be considered the strongest piece of evidence against 
the Pericope Adulterae.
3 .6  o i  ypooißareLj K ai o i  F a p ia a lo i
Of course, what might be the most significant term/phrase to deal with is 
oi ypammateîj Kai oi Fapioaioi, which is found in verse 3 and translated as 
“the scribes and Pharisees.” Though the term Fapioaioi is common in the 
Fourth Gospel,178 neither the phrase oi ypammateij Kai oi Fapioaioi nor 
the term ypammateij by itself is present in any of the Johannine literature. 
Much has been written in regards to this,179 noting the absence of the phrase 
in contrast to uses in Matthew 23:2, Mark 7:5, and Luke (5:21, 5:30, 6:7, 
11:53, and 15:2).180 Some claim that this situation is made all the more 
difficult by the Evangelist’s tendency to lump all of the Jewish authorities 
together under the title oi ’Ioudaioi (Davidson, 1896:515-519);181 
however, while the Gospel does frequently use the term oi ’Ioudaioi, it is 
also full of references to the individual parties of the Fapioaioi (John 1:24,
178 1:24, 3:1, 4:1, 7:32, 7:45, 7:47, 7:48, 8:13, 9:13, 91:15, 9:16, 9:40, 11:46, 11:47, 
11:57, 12:19, 12:42, and 18:3.
179 Cf. Zahn, 1909:347; Exell and Spence, 1890-1919; Hoskyns, 1940:679; Dodd, 
1953b:98; Godet, 1978:84, 87; Bruce, 1979:414; Newman and Nida, 1980:258; 
Schnackenburg, 1982:164; Lightfoot, 1983:346; Morris, 1987:291; Bryant, 
1998:194 note 5; Sloyan, 1988:97; Tasker 1994:110; Keck, 1996:628; Carson, 
2000:334; Lincoln, 2005:530; Keith, 2009:89.
180 The phrase is reversed as oi Fapioaioi Kai oi ypammateij in Mark 7:5, Luke 
5:21, 5:30, and 15:2. In addition to this, Luke 15:2 adds the enclitic weak 
coordinating conjunction te  to the phrase. The simple term ypammateij finds 
widespread usage in all three Synoptic Gospels as well as Acts.
181 Apparently, a few later scribes noticed this problem as well, for a few later 
manuscripts (f1) have replaced ypammateij with “chief priests” (Opciepeij) in 8:3. 
Martyn (2003:84) observes that even the combination of Opciepeij and 
ypammateij is odd as well, but his observation is based upon the occurrence in 
7:46. Martyn comments that this is odd because it is possible to be both. A 
similar argument could also be made between being a ypammateij and a 
Fapioaioi. As discussed in Chapter 3 this is most likely the attempt of a later 
copyist to align the Pericope Adulterae with the more familiar patterns of chapter 
7, rather than the original wording of 8:3.
3:1, 4:1, 7:32, 45, 47, 48, 8:13, 9:13, 15, 16, 40, 11:46, 47, 57, 12:19, 42, 
18:3) and the Opciepeij (7:32, 45, 11:47, 57, 12:10, 18:3, 35, 19:6, 15, 21). 
Still, we are reminded that, outside of the Pericope Adulterae, there are no 
references to the individual party of oi ypammateij nor in combination with 
oi Fapioaioi.
It is possible that context of the events of the pericope can help to answer 
the question regarding the appearance of oi ypammateij Kai oi Fapioaioi. 
First of all, the appearance of the Pharisees is not difficult to understand. 
They are present because they were the original party in dispute with Jesus 
from the earlier events of chapter 7. The presence of the scribes is more 
difficult to explain; however, it can be noted that Jesus meets with the 
people in the Temple Courts, specifically the outer courts, which may have 
served as a regular gathering place for the scribes.182 Secondly, the trap 
that has been laid for Jesus involves a dispute over the Law. The presence 
of oi ypammateij in John 7:53-8:11 could be due to both the location of the 
confrontation with Jesus and the nature of it. As Collin Kruse (2004:198) 
suggests, “It is appropriate that [the scribes] are here associated with the 
Pharisees in their encounter with Jesus, for it was to involve a question 
about the application of the Law of Moses.” The scribes, though originally 
only copiers of the Law, had by Jesus’ day become known as the local 
experts of the Law, the “teachers of the Law” who were the primary ones 
whom the people looked to for interpretation on various subject matters.183 
Jesus is now on their turf and he is teaching their people. Perhaps the 
scribes are present now to confront Jesus along with the Pharisees on this 
issue of the Law with the hope of discrediting him and further strengthening 
their reputation as the experts (Lange, 1950:269, 271).
In regards to the scribes’ appearance with the Pharisees, it has been 
suggested that most of the scribes probably belonged to the Pharisaic party 
(Newman and Nida, 1980:258; Carson, 2000:334). At the very least, these 
two parties had a common mentality (Ridderbos, 1997:287), and therefore it 
would not be strange to see these parties acting in conjunction (Barclay, 
1960:158ff; Morris, 1987:292, 1995:884). If this indeed the case, it is not 
improbable that some sort of plot could have been devised and carried out 
by these two ruling parties with overlapping jurisdiction. Further, it is also 
possible that since a meeting between the chief priests and Pharisees is 
observed in 7:45ff, it is possible that the scribes were among those at this
176
182 Kidder, 1850:367; Klijn, 1959:259-267; Ferguson, 1973:516ff; Schams, 1988.
183 Barclay, 1975:258; Newman and Nida, 1980:258; Bauer, Arndt, and Gingrich, 
2000:164-165; Keener, 2003:737.
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meeting. If not, the scribes may have at the very least been contacted 
following the meeting. This is due to the fact that the chief priests were 
associated with the scribes in the council of elders, known as the Sanhedrin 
(cf. Mark 15:1, Acts 5:21, Acts 6:12, etc.). It is not out of keeping for the 
Sanhedrin to be involved with the Pharisees, as demonstrated in John 11:47 
where the Pharisees and chief priests call a meeting of the Sanhedrin. This 
being the case, it is quite likely that in earlier instances like that of John 7 
and 8, there may have been some involvement between all three parties, the 
scribes, the chief priests, and the Pharisees. In fact, one could speculate that 
the potential plot devised at the end of chapter 7 could have been the uniting 
factor that allowed these parties to work together so easily later in chapter 
11. Such connections could provide not only sufficient reasoning to explain 
why the term ypammateij appears in the Pericope Adulterae, but also for the 
term ppeoßutepoj (sections 3.13) as well, because the council or assembly of 
elders is virtually synonymous with Sanhedrin as Acts 5:21 details.184
Still, some point out that the specific phrase oi ypammateij Kai oi 
Fapioaioi appears to be a standard phrase that is non-Johannine, including 
Newman and Nida (1973:258) who were just cited above for linking the two 
parties together. This may be true, but one must ask if the author of the 
pericope should be restricted from using idioms and common phrases, even 
borrowing from Synoptic tradition? He has arguably done this on a number 
of occasions,185 often without direct quotation from the Synoptics (van der 
Watt, 2007:83). For example, one could cite the Jews claiming, “Abraham 
is our father” in both Luke 3:8 and John 8:33ff, and Jesus’ warnings about 
trees that do not producing fruit being thrown into the fire in Luke 3:9 and 
John 15. Similarly, Jesus’ statements about “harvest” in Matthew 9:37-38, 
Luke 10:2, and John 4:35 all bear resemblance. Most notably, the “feeding 
of the five-thousand” and Jesus’ “walking on the water,” both found in John 
6, parallels with all three Synoptics (Matthew 14:15-21, Mark 6:35-44, and 
Luke 9:12-17).
This is of course, is far from proven, as demonstrated by some like 
Raymond Brown (2003:104) who conclude against any Johannine reliance 
on the Synoptics. Even if Brown is correct, it is still possible that the phrase
184 It should be noted that this connection does not provide for Lukan ties, for Acts 
5:21 uses the term yepouoia for the “assembly of elders” rather than the more 
Johannine term ppeoßUtepoj.
185 Exell and Spence, 1890-1919; Scott, 1978:234; Moo and Morris, 1992:160-162; 
Keith, 2008:382. See section 7.0 below for more examples and a discussion 
regarding the intermingling of Johannine and Synoptic material.
oi ypammateij Kai oi Fapioaioi is an idiomatic phrase that is common 
enough to be used by the author of the Pericope Adulterae without 
necessarily being borrowed from the Synoptic Gospels. On the other hand, 
the uniqueness of this phrase’s appearance here in the Pericope Adulterae 
may have much to do with the uniqueness of the context and setting in 
which the pericope is situated, as stated above. Though the phrase oi 
ypammateij Kai oi Fapioaioi may correctly be labeled rare in the Gospel of 
John and perhaps “non-Johannine,” it does find a suitable home here in the 
context and setting of John 7:53-8:11. There are plausible explanations for 
its appearance other than a non-Johannine origin of the pericope.
3 .7  m o ix e i t t /  fioixeUo)
It is easy to identify the terms moiceia found in verse 3 and the 
corresponding verb moiceuw found in verse 4 as rare and perhaps “non­
Johannine” (cf. Dodd, 1953b:98; Bryant, 1998:194 note 5). At the same 
time, it must be acknowledged that there is no other situation in the Gospel 
of John where the terms might be necessary. The former term is a noun 
translated “adultery,” or specifically “sexual intercourse of a man with a 
woman who is not his spouse” (Louw and Nida, 1988; Bauer, Arndt, and 
Gingrich, 2000:528); the latter is a verb translated “to commit adultery” 
(Balz and Schneider, 1993:436; Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 2000; Bauer, 
Arndt, and Gingrich, 2000:528). Unlike the Synoptic Gospels, there are no 
teachings against adultery in the Fourth Gospel, so the subject matter is not 
broached (Köstenberger, 2004:246). Likewise, Jesus makes no statements 
in the Fourth Gospel labeling those who hear as a yeneO povripO Kai 
moicaAij (wicked and adulterous generation) as he is known to do in the 
Synoptics (cf. Matthew 12:39 and Mark 16:4). In fact, the only recorded 
encounter with an individual in the Gospel of John who might be considered 
guilty of this sin of moiceia is the Samaritan woman in chapter 4, whom 
Jesus encounters while at the well in Sychar. During the woman’s 
conversation with Jesus, it becomes clear that the woman is currently 
involved in relationship with a man who is not her husband, as she has been 
guilty of in the past. Though the woman’s sin may be adultery, Jesus does 
not use any terms related to moiceia. However, Jesus’ discussion of this 
woman’s sin in John 4 is far different from the discussion presented in the 
Pericope Adulterae. In John 7:53-8:11, the scribes and Pharisees are 
formally charging the woman with the sin of adultery and asking from a 
ruling from Jesus; in John 4, Jesus is simply steering a conversation to a 
point where the woman realizes her own sin. The events in chapter 4 are 
more about Jesus’ revealing himself as the Messiah than any kind of trial 
like that of the Pericope Adulterae. In both cases, Jesus is practicing non­
condemnation (see section 3.1 in Chapter 4), but there are some clear
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The Pericope Adulterae: Theories o f  Insertion & Omission 179
differences. There is no formal accusation and no verdict, simply a 
redirection in the conversation in John 4.
A possible case could be made that the term moiceia could have been 
used in the derogatory statement railed against Jesus in John 8:41. Here the 
Jews claim that they were not born “in fornication,” referencing the 
controversy surrounding Jesus’ virgin birth, but they do so using the term 
popneia rather than moiceia.186 First of all in response to this, it would be 
speculative to assume that the author of any text must use a certain term. 
Secondly, it is noteworthy these terms are not exactly synonymous, as best 
demonstrated in Matthew 15:19 where both are listed as separate sins which 
come out of the heart of man. The former term is best translated as 
“fornication” and carries with it a variety of extra-marital, unlawful, or 
unnatural sexual sins, whereas the latter more commonly represents 
“adultery, sexual intercourse with someone who is not a spouse;” popneia is 
clearly the more generic term of the two (Louw and Nida, 1988). The 
derogatory statement that is spoken against Jesus in 8:41 uses the term 
popneia which allows for a wider range of possibilities in regards to sexual 
sins. Jesus’ opponents may have thought that Jesus’ mother committed 
adultery, but their attack on Jesus is a more forceful statement indicating 
that not only is Jesus’ birth extra-marital, but that it is also unlawful and 
unnatural.
This is different than the situation in John 7:53-8:11. The woman has a 
direct charge levied against her. She stands accused of adultery, though 
there is a mild dispute among scholars as to whether the woman was married 
or betrothed; most tend to believe that the woman was married. Levine 
(2003:95) suggests that she is a prostitute, but this suggestion does not 
appear to have much if any support. Evans (2006:92) denies any possibility 
that she is single, claiming that she must at least be engaged if not married. 
Though the question is raised concerning whether or not the woman was 
married or betrothed by Lindars (1981:308),187 Carson (2000:334), 
Ridderbos (1997), and Derrett (1963/64:4), among others, most scholars do 
appear to believe that she was married. Witherington (1995:364) claims that 
“there is no good reason to doubt” that she was married. Newman and Nida 
(1980:259) suggest that she was married because of the specific charge of
186 Interestingly, George Brooke (1988:107) suggests that this brief, what he calls 
“veiled,” reference to adultery/fornication may have been the impetus for the 
insertion of the Pericope Adulterae into the Tabernacles Discourse.
187 At the same time, Lindars (1981:308) claims that the term yunh might suggest 
against the supposition that the woman is betrothed.
moiceia. Ironically, Blinzer (1957-58:34-47) argues the exactly the opposite, 
claiming that she was betrothed based on the usage of this term. Barrett 
(1978:561), on the other hand, claims that she was betrothed because of the 
form of execution prescribed. The marital status of the woman, however, is 
not the focus. The charge is, and it is clear. There is nothing ambiguous left 
for the imagination. Despite the cautions of such scholars as O’Day 
(1992:691) who warn that we should not presume her guilt, it seems clear 
that the woman is guilty of adultery.188 Whether forced upon her or not, the 
crime is clear; now the scribes and Pharisees want a verdict from Jesus. The 
appearance of moiceia does not prove to be too strong of an argument for 
non-Johannine ties. This is likely the reason fewer scholars use this term 
than they do with some other terms in their list of arguments against the 
inclusion of the Pericope Adulterae. There may have been little if any 
opportunity to utilize the word in the Gospel of John, with the possible 
exception of here in John 7:53-8:11. The rare use of the term is very likely 
due to a rare situation.
3 .8  K avcO P refix  V erbs
3.8.1 KOToAoußdvtw
Slightly more problematic to arguments fo r  the inclusion of the pericope 
is the high concentration of KotO-prefix verbs found in several verses within 
the Pericope Adulterae (Köstenberger, 2002:348). Though such KotO-prefix 
verbs are not completely uncommon in the Gospel of John (Burridge, 
1994:135), they are admittedly rarer than the basic form of these verbs 
minus the prefix KotO. Similarly, while the Fourth Gospel is known for a 
varying of terms of the same meaning, including verbs (Grant, 1963:149­
152), it has been noted that seldom are compound verbs included in this 
variety (Bryant, 1998:194). Even if one were to argue that the tendency to 
vary words could explain the appearance of some of these compound forms 
of the verbs, is it reasonable to assume that this explains the appearance of 
so many in such a small section of verses (six compound verbs in twelve 
verses)? Each will have to be analyzed on a case by case; some provide 
little significance since they are among the hapax legomena, but others will 
demand more attention.
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188 It is possible that the woman was set up and forced into sexual relations; she 
could have been set up by a member of the scribes and Pharisees who seduced 
her or forcefully required to have sexual relations. It is, however, difficult to 
prove such a theory. It seems more likely that the woman is guilty, for Jesus 
himself does not dispute this and does not call into question the reasoning for 
what has happened.
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The first of such verbs is KataAamßOnw, found in 8:3 and 8:4. This verb 
may have the most plausible explanation for its appearance, in spite of the 
fact that the compound form of the verb is only used twice in the Fourth 
Gospel (1:5 and 12:35). This is contrasted with the standard form of the 
verb, AamßOnw, which is found forty-one times in the Gospel in addition to a 
few times in the Johannine Epistles.189 Without the prefix the term AamßOnw 
usually is translated as “to take or receive,” as in “bringing one under 
control” or “to take grasp o f ’ (Kittel and Friedrich, vol. IV, 1973:9-10), but 
the verb takes on a more forceful meaning with the KotO-prefix (Balz and 
Schneider, 1993:260; Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 2000). The prefix adds a 
measure of intensity presenting more of the idea of “seizing or taking by 
force” or “overcoming” (Bauer, Arndt, and Gingrich, 2000:413). This is 
likely the reason why this term was chosen in verses 3 and 4. Of all of the 
instances where AamßOnw is used in the Gospel and the Epistles, none carries 
the idea of being taken by force or overpowered, with the possible exception 
of Jesus’ trial before the Jews and Pilate in chapters 18 and 19. Yet even 
these lose much of their force when it is acknowledged that Jesus provides 
little to no resistance during his trial and execution; instead Jesus is 
presented as one who “lays down his life for the sheep” (John 10:11, 15). 
While the acts done against him are forceful, Jesus does not appear to need 
to be overpowered by force. This is the opposite of what one finds in the 
two examples of usage of the compound verb, KataAamßOnw, both of which 
speak of the darkness being unable to overtake the light of Jesus (1:5 and 
12:35). In each, the verb carries the connotation of force or being 
overpowered. This is demonstrated by the fact that virtually all English 
translations render the verb as “overpower” or “overtake.”
In the Pericope Adulterae KataAamßOnw is thus likely the better choice of 
terms rather than AamßOnw because of the accusations being levied against 
the woman. If she was caught in “the very act of adultery” (autofwpw) as 
the scribes and Pharisees claim, it is probably the case that it would have 
been a somewhat forceful seizure that pulled her away from the other guilty 
party. The compound verb KataAamßOnw adds to the reader’s understanding 
of the passage, and therefore finds some warrant for use in John 7:53-8:11. 
When this is added to the fact that the compound form of the verb is found
189 John 1:12, 1:16, 3:11, 3:27, 3:32, 3:33, 4:36, 5:34, 5:41, 5:43, 5:44, 6:7, 6:11, 
6:21, 7:23, 7:39, 10:17, 10:18, 12:3, 12:13, 12:48, 13:4, 13:12, 13:20, 13:26, 
13:30, 14:17, 16:14, 16:15, 16:24, 17:8, 18:3, 18:31, 19:1, 19:6, 19:23, 19:27, 
19:30, 19:40, 20:22, 21:13, 1 John 2:27, 3:22, 5:9, 2 John 1:4, 1:10, and 3 John 
1:7.
in the two additional locations within the Gospel of John, there seems to be 
less reason to label the term as substantially “non-Johannine.”
3.8.2 KOTrjyopew
Another KotO-prefix term, Kotryopew, is found in verse 6; while it is also 
rare to the Fourth Gospel, it is not exclusive to the Pericope Adulterae. 
Kotryopew finds use in the LXX (1 Maccabees 7:6, 7:25, 2 Maccabees 4:47, 
10:13, 10:21, and Daniel 6:5), Matthew (12:10 and 27:12), Mark (3:2, 15:3, 
and 15:4), Luke (6:7, 23:2, 23:10, and 23:14), in addition to John 5:45. The 
term appears to be predominantly a legal technical term meaning “to accuse 
or bring charges against.”190 Each example of use in the LXX demonstrates 
charges or accusations being levied against an individual. In each New 
Testament appearances of the term, including that of John 5:45, Kotryopew 
brings accusation with legal overtones; some demonstrate Jesus’ opponents 
accusing him of violating the Law (cf. Matthew 12:10, 27:12, Mark 3:2, 
15:3, Luke 6:7, and 23:10), while others provide examples of Pilate 
questioning these accusations against Jesus (cf. Mark 15:4, Luke 23:2, and 
23:14). John 5:45 provides similar usage, except in this example Jesus 
claims that his opponents are accused before God by Moses.
The term Kotryopew clearly has connections with legal proceedings, 
whether in the form of an actual trial or in trial-like dialogue. This appears 
to be the case in John 7:53-8:11 as well. Though the woman is presented to 
Jesus with an accusation, it is actually Jesus whom the scribes and Pharisees 
hope to accuse. Given the legal tones running throughout the Tabernacles 
Discourse and the pericope itself (see section 2.1 in Chapter 4), it may not 
be all that surprising that a legal term such as this is used. The pericope is 
also full of additional legal terms, such as KotaAeipw, Katekpinw, and 
aUtofwpoj (each to be discussed below), as well as a few references, such as 
placing the woman “in the midst” (en meow) that add to the trial motif of the 
passage. Each provides additional support for the appearance of the term 
Kotryopew. In addition to this, there is further usage of the term in the 
Gospel of John, thereby weakening arguments that this term is non­
Johannine.
3.8.3 KàToypOfo)
Next, KotaypOfw, found in verse 4, likewise has been suggested by some 
to be a non-Johannine term (cf. McLachlan, 1920:29). KotaypOfw is used
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190 Trites, 1974:144, 2004:105; Brown, 1975:82-83; Balz and Schneider, 1993:272; 
Bauer, Arndt, and Gingrich, 2000:424; Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 2000.
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to describe the act of writing, simply meaning “writing down or drawing” 
(Brown, 1966-1970:333; Morris, 1995:888; Balz and Schneider, 1993:257), 
“writing or drawing figures on the ground” (Bauer, Arndt, and Gingrich, 
2000:586), or perhaps even as some suggest “tallying up” (Schneider, 
1999:4). Marsh (1957:686) argues that comparable use of the term in the 
LXX that may imply the idea of “registering.” Others comment that the 
addition of the prefix k o t O indicates an “emphasized or firm” writing 
(Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 2000). The context of the Pericope Adulterae 
itself may suggest writing an accusation (Louw and Nida, 1988), but without 
comparable passages in the New Testament it is difficult to determine this 
precisely.
In contrast to the more common ypOfw which is found nearly two 
hundred times in the New Testament including numerous appearances in the 
Gospel of John the Johannine Epistles191 and even the Pericope Adulterae 
itself (8:8), the term KotaypOfw is part of the hapax legomena appearing 
nowhere else in the New Testament. It is, however as stated above, found 
on occasion in the LXX.192 Two of these occurrences are used in reference 
to recording genealogies or the acts of kings (1 Chronicles 9:1 and 2 
Chronicles 20:34),193 but four of these uses are references to God himself 
and/or of God’s instrument, Moses, writing: Exodus 32:15 where God is 
said to have written the Ten Commandments on the tablets of stone for 
Moses/the people of Israel, Hosea 8:12 where God makes reference to his 
writing of Law, Job 13:26 where Job claims that God has written “bitter 
things against him in his suffering,” and Exodus 17:14 where God 
commands Moses to write that Amalek will blotted out.
The compound form of the verb is unusual, because the Johannine 
tendency appears to use ypOfw to refer to “writing” in the Gospel and in the 
Johannine Epistles, as demonstrated by the numerous examples cited above.
191 John 1:45, 2:17, 5:46, 6:31, 6:45, 8:17, 10:34, 12:14, 12:16, 15:25, 19:19, 
19:20, 19:21, 19:22, 20:30, 20:31, 21:24, 21:25, 1 John 1:4, 2:1, 2:7, 2:8, 2:12, 
2:13, 2:14, 2:21, 2:26, 5:13, 2 John 1:5, 1:12, 13 John 1:9, and 1:13.
192 Exodus 17:14, 32:15, Numbers 11:26, 1 Chronicles 9:1, 2 Chronicles 20:34, 1 
Esdras 2:12, Job 13:26, Sirach 48:10, Hosea 8:12, 1 Maccabees 9:22, and 14:26. 
There is also an appearance of the term in Ezekiel 8:10 in a second century 
revision of the LXX by Symmachus (Keith, 2009:45).
193 In 1 Esadras 2:16 a letter is “written,” in 1 Maccabees 9:22 great acts are said to 
have been “recorded” similar to references to the acts of kings in 1 Maccabees 
14:26 “recorded” inscriptions, and in Sirach 48:10 appointed times are said to be 
“written.”
In response, one might make a similar argument to the one presented in 
favor of KataAamßOnw, simply that the KotO-prefix adds emphasis imply that 
what Jesus wrote on the ground was written firmly or with force (Friberg, 
Friberg, and Miller, 2000); however, this argument is tenuous and virtually 
impossible to prove. Instead one could further speculate that Jesus wrote this 
forcefully due to the stress of the situation (a woman’s and his own life were 
both at stake) or that he deliberately tried to make a point to his opponents 
by writing a counter-condemnation against them. The former argument is 
quite speculative. The latter suggestion may have been slightly strengthened 
in recent years by the publication of a papyrus fragment from 256 B.C. 
(Zenon Papyrus 59) that uses the verb KotaypOfw in the sense of writing out 
an accusation against someone (Bauer, Gingrich, and Danker, 1979:410; 
Whitacre, 1999:207; Bauer, 2000:410). However, speculative arguments 
about the content of what Jesus wrote are unproductive, for as Keith 
(2009:36) notes, the two terms ypOfw and KotaypOfw appear to be 
synonymous in the Pericope Adulterae. Therefore, suggestions of an 
emphasis due to the kotO prefix will not be pressed too far.
In light of this, the best reasoning for the appearance of the compound 
verb KotaypOfw remains the fact that the author of pericope wanted to 
further compare Jesus’ superiority to Moses as has been done throughout the 
Tabernacles Discourse194 (see sections 2.3 and 3:1 in Chapter 4). While 
KotaypOfw is hapax legomena, the term finds support in at least two of the 
LXX references listed above, most significantly in Exodus 32:15 where both 
the term and ypOfw are used similar to that of John 7:53-8:11. In Exodus 
32:15, the terms appear to be synonymous, much like that of the Pericope 
Adulterae; in both passages the verses “mirror each other in form” 
describing similar verbal action (Keith, 2009:36). Given that Moses is 
clearly a prominent figure in the Feast of Tabernacles and the Pericope 
Adulterae itself, one should not be too surprised to find additional links 
between Moses and Jesus. Though this is not a very forceful argument in 
favor a Johannine origin of John 7:53-8:11, it should at the very least 
provide an additional side to the debate and probable cause for the 
appearance of KotaypOfw.
3.8.4 KàTàKUTTTtw
In verses 6 and 8, different verbs are used to describe Jesus “stooping/ 
bending down” to write twice. In the first instance (8:6), Jesus is said to
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194 Baylis, 1989:1980; Coleman, 1970:409-410; Hodges, 1980:46, 51 note 14; 
Johnson, 1964:221-222; Rius-Camps, 1993:171-172.
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kuttw; however, in 8:8 Jesus is described as kotokuttw. There is virtually 
no difference in meaning between the two verbs, other than that kuttw may 
carry the slight additional meaning of “bending forward” in addition to 
simply “bending down” (Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 2000; Bauer, Arndt, 
and Gingrich, 2000:413), but this appears to be trivial. Even the argument 
of added force that has been used for the two other KotO-prefix terms, 
KataAamßOnw and KotaypOfw, fails to satisfy in this instance, unless the 
prefix is intended to add emphasis to the fact that Jesus was “down” (Louw 
and Nida, 1988). There does not appear to be a legitimate reason for why 
Jesus would stoop more forcefully in the second instance, other than the fact 
that he is further trying to illustrate his displeasure with this matter. This is 
a tenuous argument.
Neither verb, prefix or not, is common to the New Testament. Kuttw 
appears once in Mark 1:7, while being more common in the LXX, appearing 
eighteen times;195 however, kotokUttw is absent from both canons. The 
former term generally is used in referencing to bowing to pay homage, 
which is quite different from the circumstances presented in the Pericope 
Adulterae. At the same time, each occurrence in the LXX includes added 
terms describing the fact that the person bends down in worship, reverence, 
obeisance, etc. Kuttw simply means “to bow down” in each case, and there 
is no other instance where Jesus is said to bend down, or bow down. The 
only possible exception is in 19:30 where Jesus “bows his head” as he dies 
on the cross, but the term kAinw is used, and in this instance the situation is 
quite different than that of John 8:6 and 8:8. The absence of both terms, 
kuttw and kotokUttw, provides little for assessment in the present 
discussion, other than the fact that the terms are both rare in the New  
Testament and unique in their appearances in the Fourth Gospel. Their 
appearances, especially that of the compound form of the verb, are 
admittedly odd, but there is simply not enough evidence to rule conclusively 
for either side of the argument.
3.8.5 KOToAeimw
KataAeipw, on the other hand, may provide a little more for discussion. 
This verb is found in verse 9 to describe Jesus’ opponents “leaving” him 
alone with the woman. The term is frequently used throughout the LXX, 
and it appears to be quite common as well in the New Testament, being 
found in all three Synoptic Gospels and Acts, as well as Romans, Ephesians,
195 Genesis 43:28, Exodus 4:31, 12:27, 34:8, Numbers 22:31, 1 Samuel 24:9, 28:14, 
1 Kings 1:16, 1:31, 18:42, 2 Chronicles 20:18, Nehemiah 8:6, Judith 13:17, 
Psalm 9:31, Isaiah 2:9, 46:6, 51:23, and Baruch 2:18.
1 Thessalonians, Hebrews, and 2 Peter. John 8:9, however, is the only 
appearance in Johannine literature. The term is generally translated as 
meaning “to leave something behind,” such as a person or place, but it can 
also mean “to leave alone,” “to leave behind,” “to abandon,” or “to set 
aside” (Balz and Schneider, 1993:261; Bauer, Arndt, and Gingrich, 
2000:415; Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 2000). Removing the KotO-prefix, 
the verb Aeipw appears much less frequently in the LXX as well as in the 
New Testament (Luke 18:22, Titus 1:5, 3:13, James 1:4, 1:5, and 2:15). 
This verb is likewise not present in the Fourth Gospel in this form. Aeipw 
can vary in meaning, sometimes defined as “lacking in some capacity,” 
while at other times as “to leave behind” (Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 
2000). The KotO-prefix does not add much to the term other than apparently 
removing the optional meaning of “lacking in some capacity” and possibly 
adding emphasis on the “finality of the action” (Louw and Nida, 1988).
As to the situation in John 8:9, either term would be sufficient, for the 
passage makes it apparent that Jesus was left alone with the woman; the 
other party, the scribes and Pharisees, leaves the scene. Why was KataAeipw 
chosen over Aeipw? One can only speculate, but since KataAeipw is a much 
more common term than Aeipw, the author may have used a term that he was 
more familiar with. It is also possible that the emphasis on the scribes and 
Pharisees completely leaving the scene is being emphasized by the addition 
of the prefix, but this is likewise speculative. There is no clear indication as 
to why this particular term was used.
The real question is why did the author choose to use KataAeipw instead 
of a more Johannine term with a similar meaning such as Ofirmi? This term 
is not synonymous with KataAeipw, but it can carry the same meaning “to 
leave” or “depart;” further, Ofirmi carries a variety to meanings ranging 
from “to send off/away” perhaps with legal overtones as in the case of 
divorce, “to abandon,” “to leave in peace,” or “to pardon/forgive” (Friberg, 
Friberg, and Miller, 2000). The term is not a direct equivalent, but it can be 
considered as a potentially more appropriate Johannine term, for it is used 
fourteen times in the Gospel of John196 as well as twice in 1 John (1:9 and 
2:12). In response to this, however, it must be acknowledged once again 
that no author uses formulas (Grant, 1963:68). Secondly, it is quite 
precarious to suggest what an author must and must not do. Finally, though 
Ofirmi may be a considered Johannine because it appears more in Johannine 
literature than both KataAeipw or Aeipw do, this is not a uniquely Johannine
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characteristic. ’Afirm i is used substantially more in the Synoptic Gospels 
(one hundred-one times) than KataAeipw and Aeipw are used combined in 
these Gospels (thirteen times); a similar argument could be made for other 
New Testament books and the LXX as well. ’ Afirm i is clearly used much 
more regularly by most New Testament writers, not just the Fourth 
Evangelist. If one asks why the author of the Pericope Adulterae chose not 
to use this term, one must also ask this of the authors of the Gospels of 
Matthew, Mark, and Luke in the examples listed above.
It is possible that the situation in John 8:9 may simply be another 
example of typical Johannine variety (Grant, 1963:149-152). More 
importantly, this word choice may include climactic influences. While a 
term such as Ofirmi can mean “to leave behind,” it more commonly carries 
other meanings and do not necessarily imply that someone is left behind all 
alone with another person as is indicated in the pericope. ’ Afirmi is used in 
the Fourth Gospel in reference to departure/leaving something behind (4:3, 
4:28, 4:52, 14:27, and 6:28), commanding to leave or let loose (11:44, 
11:48,12:7, and 18:8), in reference to forgiveness (20:23), and on four 
occasions, leaving something/someone alone (8:29,10:12,14:18, and 16:32). 
The term may be appropriate for 8:9, but given the wide range of meanings, 
it may not have been the primary choice to convey the idea that Jesus was 
left alone with the woman. KotaAeiTw is clearly rare in the Gospel of John, 
but on the heels of Jesus statement that the “one without sin be first to cast a 
stone” in 8:7, KataAeipw may be the more appropriate choice of terms to 
signifying that everyone but Jesus and the woman had exited the scene. 
This is arguably the most dramatic portion of the Pericope Adulterae 
(Guilding, 1960:111; Culpepper, 1998:170), and such a climactic scene may 
need emphasis that everyone left except for the woman and Jesus. 
KataAeipw provides such emphasis, perhaps more so than other available 
terms such as Ofirmi and Aeipw. Though rare to the Gospel of John, 
KataAeipw should not necessarily be used to argue against a Johannine 
origin of the passage.
3.8.6 K à T à K p iv tw
More problematic in regards to arguments for Johannine authorship of 
the Pericope Adulterae is the variance of the term KotoKpinw instead of the 
more commonly used term Kpinw. Katakpinw is more of a technical term 
and is found only in 8:10 and 8:11, while Kpinw is used frequently in the
Gospel of John,197 generally referring to judgment or condemnation 
(Brown, 1966-1970:334). For example in 3:17, Jesus claims that he has not 
been sent to “judge/condemn” the world, and in 18:31, Pilate instructs the 
Jews to “judge/condemn” Jesus according to their own law. Kpinw is 
likewise the preferred term throughout the Tabernacles Discourse, appearing 
six times (7:24, 51, 8:15, 16, 26, and 50), each time translated as to 
judge/condemn. The verb is also featured heavily in the LXX as well as the 
rest of the New Testament, including the Gospels of Matthew and Luke.198 
In contrast, KotoKpinw is found nowhere else in the Gospel of John, though 
it does appear several times in the LXX (Esther 2:1, Wisdom 4:16, Psalm of 
Solomon 4:2, Susanna 1:48 and 1:53), nine times in the Synoptics (Matthew 
12:41, 12:42, 20;18, 27:3, Mark 10:33, 14:64, 16:16, Luke 11:31, and 
11:32), and six times in other New Testament Epistles (Romans 2:1, 8:3, 
8:34, 1 Corinthians 11:32, Hebrews 11:7, and 2 Peter 2:6). In each of these 
examples, Katekpinw conveys a meaning of condemnation.
Both terms can carry a similar meaning; however, KotoKpinw appears to 
be the harsher of the two terms. While both can be translated “to judge,” 
KotoKpinw is most often translated “to condemn” (Kittel and Friedrich, vol. 
III, 1973:951; Brown, 1975:361-366). Kpinw literally means “to divide out, 
separate, evaluate, think, determine” (Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 2000) or 
“to come to a conclusion in regards to thinking” (Louw and Nida, 1988), 
generally in reference to making a judgment. KotoKpinw, on the other hand, 
appears to imply that someone is judged as being “definitely guilty and thus 
subject to punishment” (Louw and Nida, 1988). MacLaren (1904:593) 
suggests that the prefix adds the idea of moving from “giving a verdict” to 
“passing a sentence.”
In regards to the two instances in the pericope where the term KotoKpinw 
is used, both are from the mouth of Jesus, once referring to the 
condemnation of this accusing party of the scribes and Pharisees and the 
other in reference to his own condemnation (or lack thereof). First, the 
scribes and Pharisees were ready to condemn the woman, claiming that the 
Law of Moses commanded them to stone such women (en ôe tw nomw rmin 
MwUor? eneteiAato tOj to iau taj AiGOCein, 8:5). Jesus in turn states that 
just as her accusers did not condemn (KotoKpinw), neither will he, even if 
for different reasons. The idea that is presented is not so much judging as in 
making a right choice, but rather in condemning/passing a sentence of death.
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and 18:31.
198 Matthew 5:40, 7:1, 7:2, 19:28, Luke 6:37, 7:43, 12:57, 19:22, and 22:30.
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Likewise, KotoKpinw appears to be a more technical term and is often 
considered to be more of a legal term than the more commonly used 
Kpinw.199 Ward (1959:135) further demonstrates this by comparing the use 
of the term with Plutarch ‘s Moralia (I. 17F and 178D), where KotoKpinw 
demonstrates much legal precedence. If the Pericope Adulterae is to be read 
as an open trial scene as Derrett (1963/64:1-26), Maccini (1996), and 
Neyrey (1996:107-124) have suggested (see section 2.2 in Chapter 4), there 
may be warrant for the appearance of the kotO prefix. Jesus has been asked 
to make a formal ruling by the experts of the law, the scribes (oi ypammateij, 
8:3).200 These scribes along with the Pharisees were already prepared to 
make their formal rulings, claiming to have caught the woman “in the very 
act” (auTÓfwpoj, 8:4) and claiming to clearly know what Moses said “in the 
Law” (en tw nomw, 8:5); such a statement that is very reminiscent of what 
“the Jews” typically do in the Fourth Gospel (cf. 6:30-31, 9:29, 
etc.)(Moloney, 1998b:260). In terms of this “trial,” Jesus uses the term 
KotoKpinw twice as he announces an acquittal. There is neither a verdict 
handed down by the woman’s accusers nor by Jesus.
This is to be contrasted with other statements about making judgment 
found in the Gospel, including the Tabernacle Discourse. Though each is 
situated in the middle a potential judicial trial-like scene, none are directly 
presented in reference to delivering a verdict/ruling on the Law like the 
sequence in John 7:53-8:11. In each instance, the simple Kpinw is used. The 
use of the more formal, legal, and harsher term KotoKpinw twice here in the 
pericope is rare and unrivaled in the Gospel of John, but it is by no means 
inappropriate. In fact, one may conclude that the appearance of this term is 
justified based on the unique legal situation described.
In all, neither KotoKpinw nor any of the KotO-prefix verbs alone discredits 
the Johannine nature of the Pericope Adulterae. Each has a probable reason 
for its usage in the Gospel of John. The lone exception is perhaps 
kotokuttw, which was not inclusive for either side of the argument. Still, 
the cumulative effect of such a high percentage of these KotO-prefix verbs is 
unprecedented in the Gospel and John and thus continues to create questions 
for any arguments related to the inclusion of the Pericope Adulterae.
199 Brown, 1966-1970:339; Trites, 1974:144, 2004:105; James, 1979:52; Kysar, 
1986:133.
200 Barclay, 1975:258; Newman and Nida, 1980:258; Bauer, Arndt, and Gingrich, 
2000:164-165; Keener, 2003:737.
3 .9  aÛTÔfwpoç
Setting aside these KotO-prefix verbs for now and jumping back to 8:4, 
one notes another unusual term, auTÓfwpoj, translated “(caught) in the very 
act” (Louw and Nida, 1988; Balz and Schneider, 1993:180) or possibly 
“self-detected” (Barrett, 1978:561; Bryant, 1998:195). This may refer to 
one who is unexpectedly found doing something (Friberg, Friberg, and 
Miller, 2000), but it mostly underscores the idea of being caught “red­
handed” (Liddell and Scott, 1961). It is also likely a technical legal term 
(Lindars, 1981:308), in keeping with various other terms in the pericope.
Autofwpoj is yet another case of hapax legomena for the New 
Testament in addition to being absent from the LXX. There is in the canon 
of scripture nothing with which to compare the term; however, term is not 
uncommon in extra-biblical literature (Barrett, 1978:561; Bauer, Arndt, and 
Gingrich, 2000:57). The word is derived from the idea of a thief who is 
caught in the act of stealing, but generally came to be used for other 
offenses (Dods, 1897:775; Hendricksen, 1970:36; Morris, 1995:886); while 
auTOfwpoj is used for a range of offenses it appears to be chiefly used in 
reference to adultery (Bauer, Arndt, and Gingrich, 2000:123). The word 
emphasizes the woman’s role in the affair, though Rooke (2000:46) argues 
that the term autofwoj is passive and therefore may not imply that she was 
caught red-handed. Against this, the Rogers (1998:189) comment that the 
present tense form of the verb further signifies that the woman was seized in 
the process of committing adultery. The majority of scholars appear to side 
with the latter argument. At the same time, she is clearly not the only guilty 
person for adultery is not a sin that someone commits alone.201 Perhaps this 
is why Witherington (1990:39) describes this as a “suspicious situation.” If 
this woman was indeed guilty of adultery, there has to be a guilty man as 
well; his absence highlights the unjust attempt to trap Jesus.
The fact that the woman has been caught “red-handed” is unique in the 
Gospel of John and most likely provides the most probable explanation as to 
why this term appears here in 8:4. There is no other instance in the Gospel 
where an individual is said to be caught in a specific act of sin. In fact, little 
attention is given to specific sins in the Fourth Gospel, for these are “only 
symptoms of the deadly sin of not accepting Jesus” (van der Watt, 2007:62); 
instead, sin is usually discussed in regard to not accepting Jesus as the Son 
of God.202 There is certainly no other situation that arises quite like this
190
201 Bruce, 1979:414; Morris, 1987:293; Carson, 2000:334; Hugenberger, 2006.
202 Godet, 1978:310; Carson, 1991:91; Loader, 2002:462; Bauckham and Mosser, 
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story of the woman caught in the act of adultery. Even the situation with 
the Samaritan woman in chapter 4 provides a little for comparison. Here, 
the woman engages in a conversation with Jesus that eventually exposes her 
sin, yet she is not caught in the act of sinning. Likewise, there is a 
discussion concerning whose sin caused the man to be born blind in chapter 
9, but there is no specific sin in question, only the question of who sinned. 
Further, Jesus dissuades his disciples from believing that any sin is the cause 
of the man’s blindness.
The fact that a specific sin is highlighted may be seen as non-Johannine, 
but due to the unique circumstances in the pericope this argument is not too 
forceful. While specific sins are not highlighted in the Fourth Gospel, the 
scribes and Pharisees have brought a very specific case with which they 
hope Jesus will intervene in. The specific sin is not the focus; the 
interpretation of the Law is. Any sin could have been chosen in this 
situation, but adultery has been chosen perhaps because of its required 
sentence of capital punishment. Given the fact that the scribes and 
Pharisees would not consider rejection of Jesus to be a sin, they would not 
follow the typical Johannine pattern. Instead, a particular sin is used 
because the accusers hope to entrap Jesus is a debate over the Law. Once 
again, a rare situation like that of the pericope gives rise to reason for the 
use of rare terminology. Certainly, the legal demeanor of the passage 
provides probable reason for the appearance of autofwpoj.
3 .1 0  em -m ew
Verse 7 includes the term emiminw, generally translated “to stay or 
remain” (Bauer, Arndt, and Gingrich, 2000:586); however, the translation 
can vary depending on how it is interpreted. Literally it means “to prolong 
one's time in a place or to remain on;” figuratively the term can mean “to 
continue, persevere, or persist.”203 This latter figurative definition is most 
likely the best translation for the term in John 8:7 given the situation. 
Virtually all English translations concur. The scribes and Pharisees do 
remain in place in the Temple courts, but what is being emphasized in the 
text is that they are persisting in questioning Jesus, demanding a response 
(Ridderbos, 1997:290). As Jesus silently bends down to write on the 
ground, the anticipation grows. Perhaps the scribes and Pharisees sensed 
that they had Jesus cornered, and moved in for the kill, pressing harder.
John 8:7 is the only place in the Fourth Gospel where the term emimenw 
appears, though it does show up once in the LXX (Exodus 12:39), the Book
203 Liddell and Scott, 1961; Balz and Schneider, 1993:31; Friberg, Friberg, and 
Miller, 2000; Bauer, Arndt, and Gingrich, 2000:296.
of Acts (Acts 10:48, 12:16, 21:4, 21:10, 28:12, and 28:14), and a few times 
in various the Pauline/deutero-Pauline epistles (Romans 6:1, 11:22, 11:23, 1 
Corinthians 16:7, 16:8, Galatians 1:18, Philippians 1:24, Colossians 1:23, 
and 1 Timothy 4:16). The term appears to mostly signify “staying in place” 
throughout Acts but varies from “staying in place” to “continuing/ 
persisting” in its other New Testament usage. The fact that the term emimenw 
is completely absent from the Fourth Gospel is usually held out as evidence 
of non-Johannine authorship by some (Meyer, 1884:294; Bryant, 1998:194 
note 5), but it must be acknowledge that by comparison there is no other 
instance where this term would be necessary as it is here in John 8:7. There 
are certainly examples where Jesus stayed/remained in place (cf. 2:12, 4:40, 
7:9, 10:40, 11:6, and 11:54), but this is would require the literal meaning of 
emimenw as opposed to the more figurative meaning found in 8:7; the Gospel 
of John consistently uses the term minw (emimenw minus the prefix emi) to 
convey the idea of staying in place in each. There are similarly a couple of 
instances where situations or actions are continued and several English 
translations try to convey this by adding the word “continued” to the story, 
but in each case there is no Greek term provided to highlight the idea that 
things “continue.” Instead the continuous action is represented by an 
imperfect verb tense in these cases. For example, in 12:17 most English 
translations add “continued” following the imperfect verb moptupew. 
Likewise, the NIV adds “continued” in 8:23 following the imperfect Aeyw, 
and the NASB adds it in 11:54 following the imperfect Tepimatew.
Why does emimenw then appear in the Pericope Adulterae? It may simply 
be a unique occurrence of a term. The term is not a Synoptic term for it 
does not appear in any of the Synoptic Gospels. Likewise, it has already 
been demonstrated that the Gospel o f John uses many unique terms, some 
that are rare in the New Testament and others that are non-existent 
altogether. As the story is building to a climax in 8:7, the term emimenw may 
have been included to further stress the intensity of the situation. Perhaps 
the author did not want to leave the action to be implied by a verb tense. 
This term is used at the very moment before this happens, and it may be a 
literary technique used to build the tension before Jesus’ statement. Rare 
vocabulary should not be used to discredit this passage or any of the well- 
accepted Johannine passages in the Fourth Gospel that also use rare 
vocabulary. Though emiminw is admittedly non-Johannine, the usage of the 
term should not be considered to be too forceful of an argument against the 
inclusion of John 7:53-8:11.
3 .1 1  ânaKVTTcw
Next is OnaKumtw, a term that is related to kotokuttw, found in both 8:7 
and 8:10. The term can mean “to stand erect, lift up the head, raise oneself
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up” (Liddell and Scott, 1961) or “to straighten up from a bent over position” 
(Louw and Nida, 1988). Literally it means “a body bent by disease 
straightening up” (Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 2000; Bauer, Arndt, and 
Gingrich, 2000:56). The term OnoKuTtw is in questions because it appears 
only here in the Gospel of John but is found twice in the Gospel of Luke and 
twice in the LXX (Job 10:15 and Susanna 1:35). In Luke 13:11, OnaKumtw 
is used to literally describe a woman who could not “straighten up” due to a 
crippling illness. In Luke 21:28, the term is used figuratively where Jesus 
encourages his disciples to “raise up” their heads, meaning that they should 
take courage, stand up, and be strong. This latter appearance is found in the 
same chapter where we find a few possible parallels with the Pericope 
Adulterae (Cadbury, 1917:237-244) and even where one family of 
manuscripts (f13) locates the pericope (see section 4.0 in Chapter 6). This 
leads some to conclude that the term is non-Johannine, which in turn leads 
to the occasional suggestion that the Pericope Adulterae is Lukan (cf. 
McLachlan, 1920:269). Others suggest that this is yet another term 
demonstrating that the pericope is related to apocryphal story of Susanna 
due the appearance of the term in Susanna 1:35 compared with the minimal 
usage in the rest of the LXX (see section 9.0 below).204
These are interesting suggestions, but neither is warranted. Luke 13:11 
clearly provides a different situation, where the most literal meaning of 
OnoKuTtw is intended. The woman who was crippled by disease cannot 
“straighten up.” Likewise, though there may be similarities between Luke 
21 and the Pericope Adulterae, the term OnaKumtw is not one of them. The 
meanings intended in each passage are different. In Luke 21, the apostles 
are instructed to be brave, and OnaKumtw is used to describe the need to 
“stand up” in order to face the events that are unfolding. In John 8:7 and 10, 
Jesus simply “stands up” to address his opponents. The former example is 
figurative, the latter is literal. One might suggest that Jesus had to take 
courage to face these accusers, but this does not appear to be what is 
suggested by the term. Jesus is not mustering up enough courage to speak; 
he is simply standing erect (OnaKumtw) after stooping (kotokuttw) to write 
on the ground. Jesus does not appear to be squaring off against his 
opponents. In fact, Jesus appears to be somewhat disinterested in the whole 
matter, leading some commentators to suggest that Jesus was simply 
doodling in the dirt during the questioning of the scribes in the Pharisees 
(Dods, 1897:261-262; Hendricksen, 1970:37). While there will be no
204 Cf. Streeter, 1924:393ff; Abbott, 1968a:19ff; Dodd, 1976; Scott, 1978:234; Moo 
and Morris, 1992:160-162; Kysar, 1993:10-12; Exell and Spence, 1890-1919; 
Smith, 1999:152-4; Fortna, 1988:218.
speculation on the nature of what Jesus wrote, it does not appear Jesus was 
totally disinterested in the events unfolding in front of him. Jesus may have 
been annoyed with what was taking place and therefore chose to show by 
his actions that he would have no part in this mock trial, but this is not 
certain from the text. In either case, there is little evidence that Jesus is 
having force himself to be brave in the face of adversity, and thus there is 
virtually no Lukan connection.
Similarly, there appears to be no connection with the appearance of the 
term OnoKumtw in the LXX. In both examples, the person speaking refers to 
“lifting up” his/her head. Job states that he cannot do so in innocence 
because he is filled with shame. This has more to do with humility and 
contrition that it does with a simple act of “standing up.” Susanna on the 
other hand, looks to heaven in confidence that God would hear her and 
vindicate her (1:35). Both of these examples have more to do with the idea 
of “taking courage” to address or trust in God. One person demonstrates 
shame, the other confidence. This is in contrast with Jesus simple action of 
standing. Once again, Jesus may have had to take courage to stand and 
address the woman’s accusers, but the text does not seem to be indicating 
this. Rather, Jesus appears to simply be standing up from kneeling after to 
write.
The rarity of the term in the Gospel of John may simply be due to the 
unusual posture that we see Jesus taking. Nowhere else in the Gospel does 
Jesus bend down to the ground, nowhere else does he write on the ground, 
and nowhere else does Jesus face a controversy scene such as this. One can 
assume that Jesus must have bent down in chapter 9 when he made mud 
from saliva and dirt in order to anoint the eyes of the blind man, but the text 
neither describes the action of bending/stooping down to make the clay nor 
the action of raising/straightening up to apply it. The few occasions where 
Jesus sits or reclines do not have descriptions of Jesus standing up either 
(directly stated in 4:6 and 12:14 and implied by the fact that others reclined 
with him in 12:2 and 13:23).205 This is perhaps due to the fact that Jesus 
does not rise to address anyone in any of these situations.
Finally, the fact that Jesus stands in John 8:7 and 10 may have much 
more to do with the legal undertones that permeate the passage. Just as a 
person stands in a court of law when the verdict is read, Jesus is perhaps 
standing at the point when the verdict should be handed down, even if no
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205 One can even note that Jesus is sitting at the beginning of the Pericope Adulterae 
in 8:2. Later in 8:6, Jesus is said to bend down to the ground. Somewhere 
between these two verses, Jesus must have stood, yet the text does not indicate 
that Jesus did so.
The Pericope Adulterae: Theories o f  Insertion & Omission 195
verdict is pronounced. Witnesses often “stand” in public within the Gospel 
of John (cf. 1:35-36, 7:37, etc.) (Maccini, 1996:50) as well as in the LXX 
(cf. Numbers 5:12-31, Deuteronomy 19:16-21, Joshua 20:4, 1 Samuel 12, 
and Micah 6) and in the rest of the New Testament (cf. Mark 13:9, Acts 
22:30-23:3, Acts 26, Romans 14:10, Revelation 20:4, and 20:12). Jesus’ 
actions may further serve to reinforce the judicial theme that is so prevalent 
in the Pericope Adulterae (see section 2.2 in Chapter 4). Thus there appears 
to be good reasoning for why this unfamiliar term makes its way into the 
passage. Not only does OnoKumtw not detract from the text, it may actually 
strengthen the contextual theme of judgment.
3 .1 2  ai/amOpTTjToj
The next term that is sometimes considered to be non-Johannine is 
OnamOptTtoj,206 translated “having not sinned, without sin, or guiltless” 
(Louw and Nida, 1988; Bauer, Arndt, and Gingrich, 2000:57). There is 
some disagreement about the particulars of this verb because of what may be 
a “slight ambiguity” (Hodges, 1980:47). Thus, some suggest that the term 
substantially means “the one who has done nothing wrong” (Friberg, 
Friberg, and Miller, 2000; Balz and Schneider, 1993:84) or “one who is not 
burdened with guilt (Kittel and Friedrich, 1973:333-334). ’AnamOptTtoç is 
part of the hapax legomena for the New Testament; however, it is found in 
the LXX, once in Deuteronomy 29, twice in 2 Maccabees, and once in Odes
14. The appearance in Deuteronomy 29:18 appears to be an interpretive 
translation (or dynamic equivalent) of the Hebrew where “sinner” and “non­
sinner/the one without sin” is interpreted from the original “moist/watered” 
(nwrn) and “dry/thirsty” (nxmcn). The two appearances in 2 Maccabees 
describe “innocent” babies who were slaughtered (8:4) and the instruction to 
“keep free of sin” (12:42). The final appearance in Odes is a similar 
instruction to “keep oneself from sin.” All of these LXX appearances are 
similar to the usage in John 8. These LXX uses of OnamOptTtoj help in 
determining which of the aforementioned interpretations of Jesus’ statement 
in 8:7 may be most appropriate. The three apocryphal uses all seem to 
indicate a general concept of sin rather than any sin in particular. The 
example from Deuteronomy is difficult to apply to the current situation.
Because the verb is singular in John 8:7, some have suggested that Jesus 
is singling out an individual in the crowd who may be the guilty man 
(Watson, 1999:103). Other commentators, such as Clarke (1972:921),
206 Meyer, 1884:294; McLachlan, 1920:290; Zahn, 1909:347; Exell and Spence, 
1890-1919; Bryant, 1998:194 note 5.
Carson (2000:335), Bruce (1980:233), Hodges (1980:48), and Lindars 
(1981:308) comment that the term must mean guilty of the same sin, but 
there is nothing in the context to indicate that this is so (James, 1979:48). 
Hodges (1980:48) further suggests that this adultery occurred during the 
Feast of Tabernacles because of the large, raucous crowds that might 
provide more opportunities of such sins to occur. While it is quite possible 
that adultery may have occurred during the Feast, Hodges’ suggestion is 
speculative. Others argue that Jesus is calling attention to the particular sin 
of adultery, not necessarily in this particular case, but in general. Jesus’ 
statement would thus be read, “the one who is not guilty of this particular 
type of sin” or “the one who is not guilty of adultery” (Clarke, 1972:921; 
Carson, 2000:336). This suggestion is not a singling out an individual who 
may have committed adultery with this woman, but rather all who have 
committed adultery with any woman. Counter to this, Scott (2000:67-68) 
argues that Jesus is not referring to a particular sin but rather to the “moral 
responsibility” of the religious leaders in this matter of judgment. Though 
these leaders are most likely guilty of past sins, Jesus may be reminding the 
scribes and Pharisees that they are guilty of sin in this very instance, for they 
have lost sight of justice in favor of entrapping Jesus, showing no interest in 
an actual trial (Evans, 2006:93). Morris (1995:889) suggests that this is not 
any particular sin, but a general sinlessness. Daube (1978:183) agrees, 
commenting that the term implies that Jesus has other sins in mind than the 
woman’s adultery.
When the use of OnamOptTtoj is compared between its use in John 8:7 
and the LXX, some indication of what is intended may be offered. Each of 
the apocryphal uses seem to indicate a “general sinlessness” or “innocence.” 
When Jesus thus addressed the woman’s accusers, he may not be 
highlighting the particular sin of adultery nor singling out a guilty man, but 
rather referring to all sin. This would include the sin that these accusers 
were committing by using the woman as a pawn in an attempt to entrap 
Jesus. Given the context of chapters 7-8, the pericope may be highlighting 
another example of improper judgment. Still there is no consensus in this 
matter. While all of these interpretations are possible, there is nothing in the 
text that should lead anyone to highlight a particular sin, with the possible 
exception of “moral responsibility/improper judgment.” At the very least, 
the scribes and Pharisees are guilty of the typical Johannine sin of not 
accepting Jesus as the Son of God,207 and Jesus may be reminding these 
accusers that no one is without sin, except Jesus himself.
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In terms of the present discussion regarding Johannine vocabulary, Keck 
(1996:629) suggests that the usage of the term is non-Johannine because it 
presents “sin linked to actions” unlike the rest of the Gospel of John. 
Köstenberger (2000:246) disagrees suggesting that the context may provide 
warrant for the usage of the term. The problem is that with no other New 
Testament equivalents, one cannot make much of an assessment, other than 
noting that the author of the pericope may have used yet another LXX term 
similar to several discussions above. There is no evidence for or against the 
inclusion of the Pericope Adulterae that can be deduced from this rare verb. 
The only possibly value that one might ascertain from it is a connections to 
judicial themes when we compare the term to its sole appearance in Torah, 
but as noted above the LXX appearance in Deuteronomy 29:18 appears to 
be more of an interpretive translation than a literal rendering of divine law. 
In the end, discussion of this term falls prey to the often repeated claim of 
hapax legomena, which may or may not be a strike against any claims of 
Johannine authorship.
3 .1 3  m peoßm epoj
One final term that deserves more attention in this discussion is 
mpeoßutepoj. This term does not appear anywhere else in the Gospel of John 
outside of 8:9, though the term is found in the latter two Johannine epistles 
(2 John 1:1, 3 John 1:1) as well as frequently in the Apocalypse. Thus the 
term is not necessarily “non-Johannine,” but it is nevertheless uncommon 
for the Gospel itself. Of course, mpeoßutepoj is also found multiple times in 
each of the Synoptic Gospels and in the Book of Acts,208 in addition to 
numerous times in the LXX. npeoßutepoj is generally translated “elder,” 
but can carry a wide variety of meanings in the New Testament (Balz and 
Schneider, 1993:148-149). Most often the term is used in reference to age, 
as in “an adult male advanced in years” (Louw and Nida, 1988) or in 
designating honorable officials in local councils/synagogues; however, 
mpeoßutepoj can also be used to differentiate lay members of the Sanhedrin 
from important families such as priests and scribes (cf. Mark 11.27), to 
denote leaders who preside over Christian assemblies (cf. Acts 14.23, 15.2), 
to refer to certain members of a heavenly council around God's throne (cf. 
the Book of Revelation), or in reference to ancestors/men of old (cf. 
Hebrews 11:2)(Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 2000; Bauer, Arndt, and 
Gingrich, 2000:706-707).
208 Matthew 15;2, 16:21, 21:23, 26:3, 26:47, 26:57, 27:1, 27:3, 27:12, 27:20, 27:41, 
28:12, Mark 7:3, 7:5, 8:31, 11:27, 14;43, 14:53, 15:1, Luke 7:3, 9:22, 15:25, 
20:1, 22:52, Acts 2:17, 4:5, 4:8, 4:23, 6:12, 11:30, 14:23, 15:2, 15:4, 15:6, 
15:22:, 15:23: 16:4, 20:17, 21:18, 23:14, 24:1, and 25:15.
In the case of its appearance in the Pericope Adulterae one can only 
logically conclude that one of the first two definitions discussed, denoting 
either age or class, best accords with the context of the passage. All of the 
woman’s accusers would be considered to be “honorable,” being that they 
were members of the various ruling religious parties of the day, either the 
scribes (oi. Ypammateij) or the Pharisees (oi Fapioaioi). Similarly, the 
pericope does not appear to be marking a difference between the innocent 
bystanders who were listening to Jesus’ teaching and those who have 
paraded the woman before him; the distinction being highlighted is within 
the group of scribes and Pharisees themselves. Certainly, this is not a later 
Christian assembly or a view into the throne room of God. This leaves only 
the option that either age or position is being discussed here; both options 
seem to convey the same point. Whether certain individuals are elevated in 
status due to age or to genealogy, they are clearly the ones that others look 
to for guidance.
Either the young looked to the older men to lead them or the less 
prominent men looked to the higher ranking officials for direction. Several 
scholars suggest that it is the older men who leave first (Morgan, 1934:149; 
Godet, 1978:89; Newman and Nida, 1980:260). Moloney (1998b:21) argues 
that it is the highest ranking leader. It is possible that the former provides a 
more dramatic flair to the story, and perhaps even the answer to the question 
as to why the term appears here in the Fourth Gospel, but this is uncertain. 
If the point of emphasis is the age of those who leave first, it could be 
assumed that the older men would be the ones with the longer lists of sins, 
having lived longer. It may also simply be the case that they are the ones 
who are “older and wiser” and who willing to make fairer assessments of 
their own lives (Hugenberger, 2006). At the same time, one could argue that 
this is in reference to position. This may more appropriately square with 
other Johannine usage in 2 John 1:1 and 3 John 1:1, where the ppeoßutepoj 
addresses the Church. He may very well be older, but the authority with 
which he writes seems to be stemming from position rather than age. If this 
is the case in the John 8:9, the same emphasis is maintained. The more 
prominent leaders exit first, followed by those in lesser position. Everyone 
may have been confronted with his own sin, but the lower ranking scribes 
and Pharisees may have been reticent to act until someone with seniority 
made a decision to move. Either case is appropriate. In both, the point that 
is being highlighted in John 7:53-8:11 is that when Jesus calls attention to 
the accusers’ sins, it is the leaders that lead in the procession out away from 
Jesus’ presence.
The term ppeoßutepoj is rare in Johannine literature, but seems very 
appropriate in its usage here in the Pericope Adulterae, for it sufficiently 
highlights the order in which the accusers left Jesus and the woman alone.
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Köstenberger (2000:246), however, suggests that there are other portions of 
the Gospel where this term would have been appropriate for usage, 
apparently in an attempt to demonstrate that ppeoßutepoj is non-Johannine; 
however, he does not comment on where this might be. Perhaps 
Köstenberger’s silence is a demonstration of the difficulty provided in trying 
to suggest what an author must and must not do. McLachlan (1920:269) 
argues that the term is used in a “in a way that is Lukan;” however, he does 
not elaborate. The term is used four times in the Gospel of Luke, but this 
hardly makes the term “Lukan,” for ppeoßutepoj is found much more 
frequently in both Matthew and Mark, in addition to widespread usage 
throughout the LXX.
Further, there may be added reason for the appearance of the term 
ppeoßutepoj since a meeting between the chief priests and Pharisees is 
observed in 7:45ff; this is in addition to the fact that the chief priests were 
associated with the scribes in the council/assembly of elders known as the 
Sanhedrin (Mark 15:1, Acts 5:21, Acts 6:12, etc.) and that the Pharisees 
have been known to be associated with the Sanhedrin (John 11:47). If the 
author was attempting to implicate the Sanhedrin in the Pericope Adulterae, 
he may have intended to highlight this by suggesting that such members of 
the Sanhedrin were the first to leave the scene. By stating that they all 
departed beginning with the ppeoßutepoj, the pericope may be detailing the 
fact that it was the scribes and chief priests who left first, followed by the 
Pharisees. In this case, it becomes those who were largely responsible for 
the precise legal issues involved in the attempted entrapment of Jesus who 
first depart. While the Pharisees were among those who plotted, it was the 
assembly of elders, the Sanhedrin, that was comprised of both scribes and 
chief priests, who were actually to carry out such legal matters. This is 
possible, but admittedly difficult to prove.
In the end, the best argument seems to be that ppeoßutepoj appears to be 
well-suited in the Pericope Adulterae. Appropriate Johannine usage has 
been demonstrated in the Epistles of John. There seems to be valid reasons 
for the appearance of the term in 8:9, and there are no overwhelming 
questions related to the absence of the term in the rest of the Fourth Gospel. 
Moreover, the use of ppeoßutepoj adds further drama to the climactic scene 
in this episode and may provide connections between the appearance of the 
chief priests in chapter 7 and the scribes in the pericope. At the very least, 
one cannot conclude that the term is not non-Johannine even if it is used 
rarely and in Johannine writings. npeoßutepoj may further prove to be more 
Johannine than at first acknowledged (see section 10.5 below).
4 .0  H a p a x  L e g o m e n a
Due to the fact that the subject of hapax legomena has been mentioned 
frequently in the above sections, further discussion is warranted. Several 
arguments for various terms have been tempered due to the fact that we are 
unable to compare these terms with the other New Testament books. For 
example, Köstenberger (2000:246) suggests that the hapax terms cannot be 
used, so that only a small number of terms can actually be used in the 
discussion about Johannine vocabulary. In other words, a lack of evidence 
is not evidence. However, the high number of hapax legomena terms in the 
Pericope Adulterae is admittedly odd, and therefore can lead to suggestions 
that this hints at a non-Johannine origin of the passage.209
At the same time, it is quite possible, as Cadbury (1917:237-244) notes, 
that the fact that no other New Testament writer uses a term is often 
accidental. More appropriately, this may be due to the fact that these writers 
wrote in different regions over different time periods. While they had 
similar beliefs and theologies which were presented, each was done so in 
different writing styles. In light of this, it is often necessary to widen the 
scope of analysis to include extra-canonical literature from similar regions 
and time periods, which was done on a number of occasions above. Of 
course, hapax legomena are neither unique to the Pericope Adulterae nor to 
the Gospel of John for that matter. There are approximately 1,932 hapax 
legomena in the twenty-seven books of the New Testament (United Bible 
Society, 2008). Beyond that there are sixty hapax legomena in the Gospel 
of John, in addition to twenty-four words that are distinctive multiples and 
373 terms that are used only once in the Gospel (Anderson, 2006:170). 
Clearly, hapax legomena is not uncommon in the Fourth Gospel. This begs 
the questions, what is the significance of the high concentration of hapax 
legomena (thirteen) is a brief section of verses?
Once again, this is not without comparison in the Gospel of John. Alan 
Johnson (1966:96ff) has demonstrated that John 2:13-17 fairs even worse 
than the Pericope Adulterae, for it contains fourteen hapax terms (also see 
Diagram 2.0 above). Whereas the hapax legomena terms comprise 16% of 
the Pericope Adulterae’s vocabulary, it is 30% in John 2:13-17. Similarly, 
Johnson shows that 20% of the hapax legomena and 25% of the distinctive 
multiples in the Fourth Gospel are found in chapters 18 and 19 of John 
(Ibid). While these chapters may demonstrate some Synoptic resemblance, 
no one is readily arguing to have them excluded from the Gospel of John. 
This should serve as warning not to read too much in the high number of
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authorship, though it is difficult to see how this would be so.
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hapax legomena in John 7:53-8:11. Statistics can be used to discredit what 
scholars consider to be genuine Johannine passages. This argument will be 
resumed again in subsequent sections, but for now one notes that large 
numbers of hapax legomena terms should not be too alarming.
5 .0  H i s t o r i c  P r e s e n t s
In addition to vocabulary, another argument against “Johannine” style 
that has been proposed is that of historic presents. These are verbs used in 
the present tense recording past events, “giving a sense of immediacy to 
historical events” (Rius-Camps, 2007:383ff). The argument is that historical 
presents are common in the Synoptic Gospels, mostly the Gospel of Mark, 
but not so common in the Gospel of John (Ibid, 379-405). Because there are 
two examples of historic presents found in the pericope, “they bring” 
(Ogouoin) in 8:3 and “they say” (Aegouoin) in 8:4, such non-Johannine style 
might point toward a non-Johannine origin of the passage.210
This argument, however, is without much merit. First of all, there are 
numerous problems in any attempted determination of the proper use of 
terms. Secondly, it has been suggested by Hodges and Farstad (1985:xxvii) 
that the historic present in John 8:3 is consistent with the Gospel of John’s 
use of this idiom and therefore quite Johannine. Finally, though it is true 
that the Synoptics, specifically the Gospel of Mark, may commonly use 
historical presents (cf. Mark 1:12, 1:21, 1:30, 1:37, 2:18, 2:25, 3:3, 3:4, 
3:13, etc.),211 it is not true that they are uncommon in the Fourth Gospel. 
O’Rourke (1974:585) notes historic presents in the non-verbal sections of 
the Gospel of John citing lists examples in 1:29,9:13,12:23, 
13:5,13:26,13:38,18:28,20:1,20:5, and 21:9. Daniel Wallace (1990:197-205) 
goes further, claiming that though J. C. Hawkins lists 253 historical presents 
in the Synoptics and Acts in his book Horae Synopticae: Contributions to 
the Study o f the Synoptic Problem (1909:143-149), he has “found an 
additional 162 in the Gospel of John,” though he does not list them all. 
Fanning (1990:234) supports Wallace’s claim, noting 162 as well. Wallace 
(1990:197ff) claims that of these historical presents in the Gospel of John 
“all are in the third person, in a narrative, and surrounded by secondary 
tenses.” Such observations demonstrate that historic presents are hardly an
210 Though McLachlan (1920:269-270) suggests a Lukan origin of the pericope, he 
nevertheless notes that historic presents would also argue against a Lukan origin 
of the passage as well.
211 For a complete listing of historic presents in the Gospel of Mark as well as the 
Gospels of Matthew and Luke, see Hawkins (1909:114-119).
uncommon stylistic trait in the Gospel of John. In fact, the Fourth Gospel 
appears to be right in line with the Synoptic Gospels, if not more apt than 
certain Gospels to use historical presents.
This can be demonstrated by following Wallace’s (1990:197ff) 
suggestion that all are “in third person, in narrative and surrounded by 
secondary tenses.” In 8:3 and 8:4, the reader is told that a third party is 
doing the action, “they bring” and “they say,” both indicated by the third 
person of the verb. Similarly, the passages in which one finds these 
historical presents are narratives. Finally, the verbs are surrounded by 
secondary tenses. In verse 3, two participles are present, one in the aorist 
tense and the other the perfect tense. Likewise in verse 4, the additional 
verb is in the perfect tense while the related participle is the present. There 
appears to be nothing out of the ordinary here in the Pericope Adulterae. 
This so-called stylistic argument against John 7:53-8:11 is really no 
argument at all. Perhaps this is why so few scholars seem to advocate for it. 
At the same time, however, no scholars appear to use the inclusion of 
historic presents to argue fo r  Johannine style.
6 .0  M i s s i n g  “P r e f e r r e d ”  J o h a n n i n e  Te r m s  i n  J o h n  7 :5 3 -8 :1 1
Beyond that which some consider to be “non-Johannine” terms and 
stylistic traits detailed above, there are some additional arguments against 
the Pericope Adulterae based upon what does not appear. The argument is 
put forth that because certain terms are used regularly in Johannine 
literature, thus making them “preferred” Johannine terms, the Pericope 
Adulterae should be no different in including such “preferred” terms if it is 
to be deemed authentically Johannine. Such terms as OAAa, eOn, ek, hmeij, 
ina mh, maöhth?, oiôa, oç, oti, ou, umàç, and umeiç have been suggested 
(Köstenberger, 2004:245, 2003:348). Morgenthaler (1958:60-62) goes 
further, claiming that John 7:53-8:11 only includes twenty-six out of 
seventy-five words that he has identified as “preferred” Johannine terms. 
His list is more extensive than most, including the additional terms ek, OAAa, 
maGhthj, oti, ina, ina mh, ou, oîôa, eOn, eOn mh, egw, ei, ei mh, hmhn, eimi, 
hmeiç, and oç (Ibid, 61); he lists them within his overall tabulations of 
frequency of word usage in the New Testament (Ibid, 67ff).212 This line of
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212 Morgenthaler’s results are perhaps not as dramatic as they may at first appear, 
for many of the terms he suggests are variations of the same term. For example, 
hmeiç and hmhn are both forms of egw, yet these three are listed as missing 
Johannine witnesses. Further, Alan Johnson (1966:94 note 20) observes that the 
frequently mentioned John 2:13-17 is missing all of these terms except for oti, 
ina, ek, OAAa, maOhvrj, hmhn, and ou in addition to being absent of oun.
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reasoning may prove to further distance the Pericope Adulterae from the 
Gospel of John; however, as observed above many undisputed passages in 
the Gospel of John are missing many of these so-called preferred Johannine 
terms (see Diagram 2.0). Alan Johnson (1966:93-94) has been very critical 
of Morgenthaler’s findings, not only in relation to the Pericope Adulterae, 
but also to the Gospel of John; he has further demonstrated that similar 
statistical analyses can be used to discredit the Pauline authorship of certain 
undisputed Pauline epistles. Nevertheless, such arguments of missing 
Johannine vocabulary warrant an investigation.
s i  y  \  f / c -  J  1 T  J6.1 e iç  va lölo v e rsu s e ç  von o ik o v  aurnu
The first example encountered is in 7:53, where people are said to go 
“each to his own home” (eiç ton oikon autou). The reason why this could 
be considered to be non-Johannine is that this phrase occurs frequently in 
the Gospels of Matthew and Luke,213 yet this exact phrase is never found in 
the Gospel of John. Instead, the Fourth Evangelist seems to prefer the 
phrase eiç t0  iôia, implying “home,” as demonstrated in John 16:32 and 
19:27. In the former example, Jesus suggests that his apostles will scatter 
and go to their “own homes” in the midst of Jesus’ trail and crucifixion; in 
the latter example, Jesus instructs the Beloved Disciple to take his mother 
Mary “to his home” in order to care for her. Little can be said to rebut the 
fact that the phrase is unusual and different from these two examples, with 
the lone exception of noting the context in John 7-8. In the midst of the 
Feast of Tabernacles and its emphasis of living in booths for seven days (see 
section 2.3 in Chapter 4), the conclusion of the feast in 7:53 would provide 
an appropriate place for the pilgrims to return to their homes. The phrase 
eiç ton oikon autou may be included in order to highlight the nature of 
where the Jews would be resting, especially in contrast to where Jesus 
would sleep for the night. “House” is not implied as usual, but rather 
directly stated to underscore the fact that the Jews were returning to their 
normal, comfortable lifestyles, while Jesus would spend the evening outside 
homeless yet again. This is could be considered to be speculative, and it 
does demand that the Feast of Tabernacles be concluded in 7:53 rather than 
at the end of chapter 8;214 however, it does provide explanation for this
213 Matthew 9:7, 12:4, Luke 1:23, 1:33, 5:25, 6:4, 7:36, 8:41, and 18:14, in addition 
to Acts 10:22.
214 As noted in Chapter 4 (section 2.3), several scholars argue that the Feast may 
have concluded or had concluded by the time the events of 8:12ff begin (Lange,
atypical phrase, while further highlighting one of the key components of the 
Feast of Tabernacles and in contrasting Jesus with those whom he would be 
embroiled in controversy with the next day.
6 .2  ô e  versu s oun
Arguably, the most significant example of missing Johannine style is in 
reference to the postpositives present in the passage, specifically the heavy 
use of ôe as opposed to the more common oun.215 In fact, Vern Poythress 
(1984) conducted a study regarding Johannine authorship and the usage of 
conjunctions in which he suggests that John 7:53-8:11 is non-Johannine 
redactional material due to the infrequent use of the latter term and the 
frequent use of the former.216 De is found ten or eleven times in the 
Pericope Adulterae, depending upon a variant reading in 8:1; oun appears 
only once, in 8:5. De is a conjunctive particle, most commonly denoting 
continuation and further thought development (Abbot, 1968a: 104). 
Depending on the context it can take a specific sense “and” or “but” when 
used in contrast, or “then” or “now” when used in transition (Friberg, 
Friberg, and Miller, 2000). Oun is another conjunction that is generally 
used to introduce a logical result or inference from what precedes (Ibid), but 
very commonly in the Gospel of John, it is also appears to be used in 
historical narratives to resume the main narrative after background 
information has been given through an interruption/aside.217 In these 
instances, the term is can be translated as “so, to go on, etc.”
It is assumed that oun is the preferred Johannine term, yet this is not 
entirely true, for the two terms have roughly equal footing within the Gospel 
of John. Not including the Pericope Adulterae, oun is found 199 times in 
the Gospel, while ôe is found 201 times; further, kai appears to be the most 
common Johannine conjunction, appearing over 500 times in the Gospel. 
This has been sufficiently demonstrated by Richard Goodier (2008:16).
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1950:269; Bernard, 1976:265; Exell, 1978:19-21; Schnackenburg, 1982:187; 
Michaels, 1983:130; Morris, 1995:386; Harris, 1996-2006).
215 Meyer, 1884:256; Marsh, 1957:682; Morgenthaler, 1958:61-62; Burge, 
1984:144; Wallace, 1993:290-296; Köstenberger, 2004:246.
216 Poythress also suggests that 1:1-18, 5:4, and 21:1-2 are redactional material as 
well based on the same findings.
217 Examples of such usage can be found in John 2:22, 4:5, 4:6, 4:9, 4:28, 4:33, 
4:40, 4:45, 4:46, 4:48, 4:52, 4:53, 5:10, 5:19, 6:5, 6:13, 6:21, 6:24, 6:30, 6:41, 
6:53, 6:67, 7:3, 7:6, 7:43, 8:13, 8:21, 8;22, etc.
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Simply considering the term ôe, it is not difficult to see that there are other 
passages in John’s Gospel with similarly high counts of the term ôe. For 
example, there are seven occurrences in 5:2-13, seven in 6:2-16, seven in 
11:1-13, and nine occurrences in 18:14-25, just to name a few. Most 
notably one finds high appearances of the term in the same Tabernacle 
Discourse: eight in 7:2-18 and six in 7:27-41. In fact, by considering all 
three conjunctions in the discussion and comparing the first eleven verses of 
John 7 with the first eleven of John 8, there are surprising results. In John 
7:1-11, kai is used six times, ôe is used seven times, and oun is used once; in 
John 8:1-11 kai is used nine times, ôe is used nine times, and oun used only 
once. The frequency of the terms is quite similar. John 7:53-8:11 may not 
be all that unique when it comes to multiple appearances of ôe, after all. 
Further, the usage of ôe drops off significantly in chapters 13-17, where 
Jesus exclusively teaches and prays. In these five chapters there are roughly 
thirty occurrences of ôe compared with much heavier uses in many chapters 
in the Book of Signs, John 1-12, which includes much more narrative. For 
example, ôe is found twenty times in chapter 11 alone. De appears to be 
more prevalent in narrative chapters which is similar to that of the Pericope 
Adulterae.
There are similar results in comparing oun. Although there is only one 
occurrence of oun in the John 7:53-8:11, there are other passages in the 
Gospel with limited usage. The term is absent from 1:1-20, 3:1-24, 4:12-27, 
11:22-30, chapters 14, chapter 15, and chapter 17 (Exell and Spence, 1890­
1919). Most significantly, in similar narrative passages within the Book of 
Signs, one finds nearly identical figures to that of the pericope: zero 
appearances in 2:1-13, two in 5:1-15, and two in 6:1-12.
Is there an explanation for this? Perhaps so. The Gospel of John seems 
to normally reserve oun for connecting portions of narrative that have a 
“cause/effect” relationship or a logical sequence; ôe on the other hand is 
usually used to contrast two events, people, or circumstances, which may be 
antithetical or unexpected (Köstenberger, 2003:352-353). Whereas both 
terms could be used for logical sequences, the unusual turns in the Pericope 
Adulterae may create less occasion for oun, thus calling for the alternate 
choice of ôe (Lange, 1950:271). Context may therefore become the 
determining factor dictating which postpositive term can be used and which 
cannot.
Ultimately, arguments regarding ôe/oun may be a little misleading. For 
example, Poythress (1984:368-369) barely meets his own suggested criteria 
for what is considered to be Johannine. He suggests that over 10% of 
demontratable use of the term ôe is required to label any passage as non­
Johannine; according to his study, the Pericope Adulterae has 10%. Further, 
his tabulations also show that 1:41-42,1:35-40,1:41-42,4:27-30,4:39-42,6:1-
15,7:1-9,10:19-21,18:28-32, and 19:38-42 have equally high percentages as 
well, yet Poythress does not appear to question these passages. The rarity of 
oun and the high usage of ôe in John 7:53-8:11 is perhaps a little odd, but the 
passage is not the only one in the Fourth Gospel that is odd in this respect. 
The pattern of use of ôe and oun, as well as kai in the Pericope Adulterae is 
quite in keeping with many other portions of the Gospel of John. Despite 
the claims otherwise, very little weight ought to rest on this peculiarity.
6 .3  TTopevojioL e iç  versu s n opevoßo i irpôç
Another example of what could be considered to be a non-Johannine 
stylistic trait is the use of the verb popeuomai (“to go, journey, travel, 
proceed from one place to another”) followed by the preposition eiç (“to, 
toward, into”)(Louw and Nida, 1988; Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 2000). 
This expression is used in both 7:53 and 8:1, yet nowhere else in the Gospel 
of John does one find such a combination of words. Instead, it is claimed 
that the Fourth Evangelist normally uses the preposition ppoç (also meaning 
“to, toward”) after popeuomai instead of eiç, while Synoptic Gospels, most 
notably Luke, prefer the expression popeuomai eiç (McLachlan, 1920:269, 
289-290; Barrett, 1978:590-591).218 This particular observation leads to 
questions about any Johannine authorship of the Pericope Adulterae, and it 
may be one of the factors that leads some to suggest Lukan authorship as 
well, though none of the proponents of such theories directly references this 
example.
Such theories likely should be tempered for they may be based upon a 
failure to recognize a rule of syntax. npoç, when following an action verb 
such as popeuomai, is generally used to indicate motion toward a person or 
thing; in contrast, eiç is used spatially to denote motion toward a place 
(Wilson, 2004). In other words, when someone is going to some place, 
popeuomai is regularly used with eiç, but when someone is going to a person 
or thing, popeuomai is commonly used with ppoç. This principle is not 
unique to the Gospel of John, for both the Gospel of Matthew and the 
Gospel of Luke demonstrate this as well. In Matthew 2:20, 17:27, 21:2, 
28:11 and 28:16, popeuomai eiç is used because people are going to a place; 
however, popeuomai ppoç is used in 10:6, 25:9 and 26:14 because people are 
going to other people. Similarly, in Luke popeuomai eiç is found
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218 McLachlan (1920:289-290) actually suggests that the term popeuomai is used “in 
a way that is Lukan” without mention of the preposition eiç, but he does not 
further elaborate. It is assumed that his argument is similar.
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approximately twenty times when people are going to places219 and twice in 
7:50 and 8:48 where women are commanded to “go in peace” (popeuou eiç 
eiphnhn), but popeuomai ppoç is used in Luke 11:5, 15:18 and 16:30 when 
someone is going to a person. In the case of the Fourth Gospel, popeuomai 
is found sixteen times,220 and in only four instances is the preposition ppoç 
used with it. It seems tenuous to say that ppoç is the “preferred” Johannine 
style when using popeuomai based on this little evidence, especially when it 
is noted that in each of these four examples, the term ppoç is used when 
someone is going to a person (in this case the Father), not a place (14:12, 
14:28, 16:28, and 20:17).
In contrast, the two uses of popeuomai eiç in 7:53-8:11 are both indicate 
action to a place, thereby justifying the preposition eiç. It is admittedly rare 
to find the terms popeuomai and eiç together, but it is not without warrant. If 
the author of the text was emphasizing that after the Feast of Tabernacles, 
everyone was going to their homes (places), except for Jesus who went to 
the Mount of Olives (a place), it makes sense that proper Greek syntax 
would be followed here. What is observed is rare in the Gospel, but in 
keeping with proper Greek grammar found in other portions of the New 
Testament, and it further highlights an important feature of the Feast of 
Tabernacles.
6 .4  en m eow versu s e iç  vo m eoov
The next Johannine stylistic question concerns the expression en meow, 
found in both 8:3 and 8:9. The term meooç has a basic meaning “middle, in 
the middle” when standing alone, but is translated according to the context; 
when combined with the preposition en the term is best translated “in the 
middle, among, before” (Balz and Schneider, 1993:411-412; Friberg, 
Friberg, and Miller, 2000). The expression en meow is used multiple times 
in the Synoptic Gospels,221 but nowhere else in the Fourth Gospel. Instead 
the phrase used to signify that something/someone is “in the middle” is
219 Luke 1:39, 2:3, 41, 4:42, 5:24, 7:11, 9:12, 13, 51, 52, 53, 56, 10:38, 14:10, 
17:11, 19:12, 28, 22:23, 39, and 24:13.
220 John 4:50 (twice), 7:35 (twice), 10:4, 11:11, 14:2, 14:3, 14:12, 14:28, 16:7, 
16:28, and 20:17, in addition to three uses in the Pericope Adulterae (7:53, 8:1, 
and 8:11).
221 Matthew 10:16, 14:6, 18:2, 18:20, Mark 6:47, 9:36, Luke 2:46, 8:7, 10:3, 21:21, 
and 24:36. The phrase is also found in Acts 2:22, 4:7, 17:22, 1 Thessalonians 
2:7, Hebrews 2:12, Revelation 1:13, 2:21, 4:6, 6:6, and 22:2.
described as eiç to meoon in two instances in the Gospel (20:19 and 20:26). 
Because of this, it could be suggested that the expression eiç to meoon is 
more in accordance with Johannine style than en meow (cf. Salvoni, 
1960:13). McLachlan (1920:284-288) appears to speak the loudest in 
regards to this viewpoint.
The two appearances of the phrase eiç to meoon are both of post­
resurrection appearances where Jesus appears “among/in this midst o f ’ his 
disciples as they hid behind locked doors. The term meooç also is used alone 
as opposed to in a prepositional phrase in 1:26 and 19:18. In the former, 
John the Baptist declares that Jesus is one who is standing “among/in the 
midst of” the people; in the latter, Jesus is described as being crucified 
“between/in the middle” of the two thieves who shared the same fate at 
Golgotha. Unfortunately, there does not seem to be any particular pattern to 
be observed in all of the appearances of this phrase or term in the Gospel 
John. A similar case could be made for the Synoptics. Matthew tends to 
prefer the phrase en meow (10:16, 18:2, and 18:20) though en tw meow 
(dative of the phrase eiç to meoon) is used once in 14:6,222 while both Mark 
and Luke freely use en meow (Mark 6:47, 9:36, Luke 2:46, 8:7, 10:3, 21:21, 
22:27, 22:55, and 23:46) and eiç to meoon (Mark 3:3, 14:60,223 Luke 4:35, 
5:19, and 6:8). All three Gospels use the term meooç standing alone, most 
often implying the meaning “among” (cf. Matthew 13:25, 25:6, Mark 7:31, 
Luke 4:30, 17:11, 22:55, and 23:45).
The expression “in the midst/middle” appears to be very flexible, 
providing virtually the same meaning whether the term meooç stands alone 
or whether it is combined with a number of prepositions including eiç and 
en. This certainly appears to be the case in the Fourth Gospel (Abbott, 
1968a:549-550). Granted, the phrase eiç to meoon does appear more often 
in the Gospel than the phrase we find in 8:3 and 8:9, but one can hardly 
count two appearances found in same chapter, within a single paragraph of 
each other, that describe the same action to be proof of a distinct Johannine 
feature. Beyond this, the phrase en meow may be keeping with the forensic 
language of the rest of the pericope and the controversy-pattern on chapters 
1-12 as Allison Trites (1974:144) argues, adding additional reasoning for the 
appearance of this phrase. Much like that of all of the examples discussed 
above, this single example of so-called non-Johannine, missing vocabulary 
does not seem to undermine the possibility of the inclusion of the Pericope
208
222 Matthew 13:49 includes the phrase ek meoou.
223 Mark 14:60 includes the phrase eiç meoon, omitting the article vo.
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Adulterae, largely because there is no demonstrable Johannine pattern that is 
being violated by this phrase.
7 .0  A  C o m b in a t i o n  o f  F a c t o r s
While there is arguably no single non-Johannine trait that demonstrates 
that the Pericope Adulterae cannot be considered to be Johannine, it must be 
asked if this holds true when one considers them cumulatively. One might 
think of it this way: the larger the collection of non-Johannine material, the 
greater the chances that the passage is not Johannine. Is this the case? Not 
necessarily, for as Cadbury (1917:237-244) has pointed out, many of these 
terms are not unusual in Greek literature, and thus could have provided 
influence for the pericope. Secondly, it must not be forgotten that though 
there are no direct quotations from the Synoptic Gospels (van der Watt, 
2007:83), there are many “Synoptic” type passages and “Johannine” phrases 
in the Synoptic Gospels.224 Windisch (1993:26) calls these “pericopes of 
Synoptic brevity.” Admittedly, the Fourth Gospel differ significantly from 
the Synoptic Gospels as Raymond Brown (2003:67) reminds us, stating that 
the differences between the Synoptics and John outweigh the similarities,225 
but the Brown’s comment concedes that some similarities remain.
As for examples of such similarities, one can cite the Jews claiming, 
“Abraham is our father” in both Luke 3:8 and John 8:33ff, along with Jesus’ 
warnings about trees that do not produce fruit being thrown into the fire in 
Luke 3:9 and John 15. Similarly, Jesus’ statements about “harvest” in 
Matthew 9:37-38/Luke 10:2 along with John 4:35 all bear resemblance. 
Luke 24:12 appears to correspond to John 20:3-10 and Luke 24:36 parallels 
20:19 (Smith, 1999:152-3). Jesus’ statements about losing/keeping life are 
very similar between John 12:25 and Matthew 10:39. Likewise, welcoming/ 
receiving finds common ground between John 13:20 and Matthew 10:40. 
The command to the paralytics in John 5:8 and Mark 2:11 are also very
224 Exell and Spence, 1890-1919; Streeter, 1924:393ff; Abbott, 1968a:19ff; Dodd, 
1976; Scott, 1978:234; Fortna, 1988:218; Moo and Morris, 1992:160-162; 
Kysar, 1993:10-12; Windisch, 1993:26; Smith, 1999:152-4; Blomberg, 
2001:156-157; Carson, Moo, and Morris, 2005:258ff.
225 Brown (2003:100) later claims that “John agrees with Mark the most, with Luke 
the second, and with wording or material peculiar to Matthew the least of all; but 
over a series of scenes John does not agree in a consistent way with any one 
Synoptic Gospel.” He also concedes that all four Gospels may have shared 
common sources but it is more likely that this is not case (Ibid, 104) or at the 
very least that this common source could not have been the Fourth Evangelist’s 
main source (Ibid, 100-101).
similar. Perhaps most notably, one can observe the “feeding of the five- 
thousand” and Jesus’ “walking on the water,” both found in John 6. The 
former is found in all three Synoptics (Matthew 14:15-21, Mark 6:35-44, 
and Luke 9:12-17) and the latter is found in both Matthew 14:23-36 and 
Mark 6:45-56, the very same chapters where the feeding of the five- 
thousand miracle is found.
This is not all, however; there are other more subtle related passages and 
statements made between the Gospels. For example, we find similarities 
between the comments made about prophets not being honored in their 
hometowns in Mark 6:4 (kai eAegen autoij o ’Irpouç oti ouk eotin 
ppofhthç àtimoç ei mh en th Tatpiôi autou kai en toiç ouggeneuoin autou 
kai en th oikia autou) and John 4:44 (autoç gOp ’Irpouç emaptuphoen oti 
ppofhthç en th iôia Tatpiôi timhn ouk ecei). Similarly, the statements 
about men’s final destinies in Matthew 25:46 (kai OpeAeuoontai outoi eiç 
koAaoin aiwnion, oi ôe ôikaioi eiç Zwhn aiwnion) and John 5:29 (kai 
ekpopeuoontai oi t0  0ga90 poihoa^eç eiç OnOotaoin Cwrç, oi ôe tO 
fo u la  pp0i;anteç eiç OnOotaoin kpioewç) bear resemblance. Likewise, 
while presenting different contexts, statements about Jesus’ “dressing 
himself to serve” (pepiZwoetai, papeA9wn ôiakonhoei autoiç) and “reclining 
at the table” (OnakAinei autouç) in Luke 12:37 resembles Jesus’ actions in 
John 13 when he washes his disciples feet. References to “bearing fruit” in 
Luke 13:6-9 and John 15 contain similarities, as well as controversy in 
regards to healing on the Sabbath between Luke 6:1-11/13:10-17/14:1-6 and 
chapters 5/9 of the Gospel of John. In each of these examples, the 
vocabulary is different, but the statements are quite similar.
Perhaps most importantly, in regards to the present discussion and the 
frequent claims of a “Lukan” style of the Pericope Adulterae (see section 8.0 
below), one can observe parallels between the Gospel of John and the 
Gospel of Luke. For example, there are parallel statements about 
belief/rejection in Luke 10:16 ('O Okouwn umwn emou Okouei, kai o 09etwn 
umàç eme 09etei o ôe eme 09etwn 09etei ton aTooteiAanta me) and John 
3:36 (o pioteuwn eiç ton uion ecei Zwhn aiwnion' o ôe 0pei9wn tw uiw 
ouk oyetai Zwhn, 0AA’ h opgh tou 9eou menei ep’ auton). Once again 
vocabulary widely varies, but these statements are nonetheless common in 
theme. There are additionally parallels between ôiakonew (serving) and 
OnOkeimai (reclining) found in both Luke 22:26-27 and John 13. Likewise 
comparing Luke 10:21-22 and John 10:15a, one notes similarities in Jesus’ 
statements about the Father knowing the Son/the Son knowing the Father. 
The reference in John is much more succinct, but similarity remains.
There are various other more subtle parallels through metaphors, 
particularly metaphors using objects in nature (Carson, Moo, and Morris, 
2005:258ff). These similarities are explained either on the theory that the
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Fourth Evangelist directly borrowed material from the Synoptic Gospels (cf. 
Streeter, 1924:393ff), that he borrowed from the Synoptics and the Books of 
Acts (cf. Colwell and Titus, 1953:42), or alternatively, that John’s Gospel is 
based on the same factual events that the Synoptic Gospels also report (cf. 
Kysar, 1993:12-14; Brown, 2003:100-101). The latter argument seems more 
tenable due to noticeable differences between the Gospels, but all will 
suffice. In all three cases, one should be able to observe that the Synoptic 
Gospels and the Gospel of John have similar stories, statements, and themes. 
This is what Carson, Moo, and Morris (2005:258) have labeled 
“interlocking tradition.” Whether direct referencing to the Synoptics or 
simply convenient paraphrasing of the oral traditions, the Gospel of John 
would have opportunity to include “Synoptic” or “Lukan” material.226 
Therefore, the combined weight of several terms, phrases, and/or stylistic 
elements that may reflect the Synoptic Gospels in no way diminishes the 
arguments favoring a Johannine authorship listed in the sections above.
8 .0  A  L u k a n  A r g u m e n t ?
Of course, any discussion about the relationship between the Gospel of 
John, the Pericope Adulterae, and the Synoptic Gospels is bound to stir 
conversation concerning a Lukan influence and/or origin of the Pericope 
Adulterae.227 This has been mentioned frequently throughout this chapter 
and is mostly due to perceived similarities between 7:53-8:2 (specifically 
8:1 and 8:2) and Luke 21:37-38,228 in addition to observations that the
226 In regards to the relationship between the Fourth Gospel and the Synoptic 
Gospels, some scholars have suggested that the Gospel of Mark served as the 
source for the Gospel of John (Barrett, 1978:195; Lindars, 1981:134), while 
others suggest that the Fourth Gospel had its own independent source (cf. 
Bultmann, 1971:122ff). This view is nuanced by other scholars who suggest the 
Fourth Evangelist had access to an independent yet parallel strands of the same 
oral tradition (Dodd, 1963:161; Brown, 1966-1970:120-122).
227 Connections to the Gospel of Luke are not the only suggestions that are offered 
in regards to the Pericope Adulterae. Manson (1952/53:256) and Dibelius 
(1935:43) suggests links to the “Tribute Money” controversy in Mark 12:13ff, 
but few scholars appear to follow such suggestions. Instead, Lukan connections 
are the more commonly suggested, and therefore, no Markan connections will be 
treated in greater detail.
228 Temple, 1959:131; Salvoni, 1960:12; Godet, 1978:84; Lightfoot, 1983:346; 
Beasley-Murray, 1987:145; Ward, 1959:138; Johnson, 1991:329; Witherington, 
1995:363; Scott, 2000:78; Bruce, 1983:413; Schnackenburg, 1982:163; Lincoln, 
2005:528.
narrative accords well with the Gospel of Luke’s more favorable position 
towards women (Kirk, 1981:119; Culpepper and Black, 1996:173). Salvoni 
(1960:12) comments that the pericope blends with Luke’s general plan, 
especially including “a great liking for women.” McRae (1978:108) 
suggests that beyond vocabulary, the tone of John 7:53-8:11 is certainly 
Lukan. Further adding to such arguments is the fact that the pericope is 
located immediately following Luke 21:37-38 in the Ferrar Group (Family 
13, f13) of manuscripts (McLachlan, 1920:276-277)(see section 4.0 in 
Chapter 6).
In light of all this, there have been a few attempts to convince critics that 
the passage was Lukan in origin using vocabulary and style (cf. Ward, 
1959:138ff; Macgregor, 1959:210-214), most notably Blass (1898:160), 
Cadbury (1917:237-244) and McLachlan (1920:270ff). McLachlan’s work 
appears to be the most nuanced, even including a section at the end of his 
commentary on the Gospel of Luke, “The Resultant Text of the Pericope 
Adulterae,” with 8:2-11 included immediately following Luke 21:37 
(1920:311-312); however, Cadbury’s work seems to be the most well- 
known. David Parker (1997:101) has casually suggested that the Third 
Evangelist may have originally included the pericope in the Gospel of Luke, 
but then later removed it as he revised the Gospel. Michaels (1995:114) 
claims that the pericope corresponds to the summary found in Luke 21:37­
38: “Jesus spent those days teaching in the Temple, and when evening came, 
he would go out and spend the night on the Mount of Olives. Early each 
morning, all the people went to listen to him.” Lincoln (2005:528) 
comments that the references to “early in the morning” (op9poç), “the 
Temple” (iepon), “all the people” (pàç o Aaoç), and “teaching” (ôiôOokw) are 
common between Luke 21:37-38 and John 7:53-8:2. While no one appears 
to have been able to convince the scholarly world that the Pericope 
Adulterae is outright Lukan, the similarities between the pericope and such 
passages as Luke 21:37ff have been sufficiently demonstrated. Do such 
similarities point to a Lukan origin of the Pericope Adulterae?
First of all before this question can be fully answered, the idea of what 
makes a portion of the biblical text “Lukan” must be settled. Much like 
discussions of what makes a text “Johannine,” determining what can be 
considered “Lukan” can be very subjective. At the same time, similar to 
discussion of “Johannine” material there are some observable traits that can 
be offered in favor of such suggestions. These traits are largely based on the 
two books considered to be “Lukan,” the Gospel of Luke and the Book of 
Acts. Certain stylistic traits and/or vocabulary that can be demonstrated to 
be unique to the Gospel of Luke and/or the Book of Acts to the exclusion of 
other LXX and New Testament books may be considered Lukan. Any 
passage of scripture that contains a large grouping of these Lukan terms
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and/or Lukan stylisms would then in turn have a greater support for a 
“Lukan” label. Several scholars have taken it upon themselves to highlight 
this for us. For example, it has been suggested that there are approximately 
151 characteristic phrases that are unique to the Gospel of Luke or that at 
least appear twice as often in the Gospel of Luke compared the other three 
Gospels (Fitzmeyer, 1981:109; Witherington, 1996:325 note 7). These 
terms include tetpaOpchç, found in Luke 3:19, 9:7, and Acts 13:1, while 
only being found in one other place, Matthew 14:1, as well as upwrnOZw, 
found only in Luke 18:5 and 1 Corinthians 9:27. Similarly, bpaôuç occurs 
only in Luke 24:25 and James 1:19. In addition to this, numerous hapax 
legomena, such as àowtwç, ôighoiç, kepOtion, tphmo, ’Emmoouç, àfantoç, and 
ounoôia, are found only in the Gospel o f Luke.
Complicating the matter is that much of the Lukan vocabulary, perhaps 
as much as ninety percent is found in the LXX (Witherington, 1996: 325 
note 7). For example, the term Aeuithç is found only in the New Testament 
in Luke 10:32 and Acts 4:36, though it is found frequently in the LXX. 
Similarly, references to the angel raßpihA are only found in Luke 1:19 and 
1:26 as well in Daniel 8:16 and 8:21.229 Likewise, Aimoç is found very 
frequently in the LXX, but only twice in the other Gospels (Matthew 24:7, 
Mark 13:8), though it occurs six times in Lukan books (Luke 4:25, 15:14, 
15:17, 21:11, Acts 7:11, and 11:28). In light of this, it can be difficult at 
times to decipher which terms are Lukan per se and which are more 
representative of the LXX. Still, the presence of large numbers of these 
terms that appear frequently in the Gospel o f Luke and/or Acts with little or 
no comparable use in the rest o f the New Testament, especially that of the 
Gospels of Matthew, Mark, and John, could be identified as “Lukan.”
Further difficulty for the current discussion is found in the fact that there 
are numerous terms which may be characterized as “Lukan,” based on these 
criteria suggested above, that also appear once in the Gospel o f John 
(Wilson, 2004). For example, the terms OAAomai (John 4:14, Acts 3:8, and 
Acts 14:10), ßpaciwn (John 12:38, Luke 1:51, and Acts 13:17), geitwn (John 
9:8, Luke 14:12, Luke 15:16, and Luke 15:19), ôiaôiôwmi (John 6:11, Luke 
11:22, Luke 18:22, and Acts 4:35), eXhgeomai (John 1:18, Luke 24:35, Acts 
10:8, Acts 15:12, Acts 15:13, and Acts 21:19) are found only once in the 
Gospel o f John, but find multiple appearances in the Gospel of Luke and or 
the Book of Acts. Each of these terms finds frequent use in the LXX in 
addition to Luke, John, and Acts, but outside of this, there are no other
229 There is much discussion regarding the “Infancy Narrative” of Luke 1-2, due to 
the large number of hapax legomena. There are thirty hapax terms alone in these 
two chapters.
canonical uses of the term. This being the case, it is not unreasonable to 
allow for the appearance of what might be considered to be “Lukan” 
vocabulary in the Pericope Adulterae, given this tendency in the rest o f the 
Gospel of John.
In fairness to this argument, however, it is necessary to consider the 
larger number of so-called “Lukan” vocabulary that appears in such a small 
number of verses, specifically in John 7:53-8:2. A higher concentration of 
Lukan style in a particular passage compared to the rest of the Fourth 
Gospel, lends to the suggestion that the passage is Lukan. These passages 
are presented in diagram 3.0 below (similar terms have been underlined):
Diagram 3.0
Luke 21:37-38 
’Hn ôe tàç hmepaç en tw iepw ôiôàokwn, tàç ôe nuktaç 
eXepcomenoç huiifeto eiç to opoç to koAoumenon ’EAaiwn' kai pàç 
o Aaoç wp9pi(en ppoç auton en tw iepw àkouein autou.
John 8:1-8:2
’Ihoouç ôe epopeu9h eiç to opoç twn eAaiwn. ’'Op9pou ôe pàAin 
papegeneto eiç to iepon kai pàç o Aaoç hpceto ppoç auton, kai 
ka9ioaç eôiôaoken autouç.
When one considers these passages, it is obvious that there are in fact 
some similarities between the passages, such as references to Jesus spending 
the night on “the Mount of Olives” and the people coming to him “early in 
the morning/at dawn,” though the exact phrasing varies slightly. The 
phrasing does not, however, vary in the common phrases/terms pàç o Aaoç, 
ôiôàokw, and iepon found in both passages. Each example demands further 
discussion.
First, in regards to the terms ôiôàokw and iepon, it should be noted that 
while John 8:1-2 may use similar terms common to Luke 21, these terms are 
likewise similar to other portions of the Gospel John, including the 
Tabernacles Discourse (7:14). Both John 7:14 and 8:2 employ the identical 
prepositional phrase eiç to iepon and the same imperfect form of the verb 
ôiôaoken describing Jesus’ teaching in the Temple; Luke 21:37, on the other 
hand, uses the prepositional phrase en tw iepw, in the dative instead of the 
accusative found in the two previously mentioned verses and the participial 
form of the verb ôiôàokwn. Further, the use of the verb ôiôàokw is not too 
substantial for discussion, because the term is common enough in both 
Gospels that it can neither be labeled Lukan nor Johannine. Similarly, the 
term iepon is equally common to both Gospels. The appearance of both 
terms together is not conclusive either, for Jesus is said to teach “in the
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Temple” (ôiôàokwn en tw iepw) in both John 7:28 and 8:20, both of which 
are part of the very same Tabernacles Discourse in which one finds John 
7:53-8:11 situated (if the traditional location of the text is assumed).
The phrase pàç o Aaoç is perhaps more substantial for discussion. It is 
not found in the Gospel of John even though the term Aaoç is (11:50 and 
18:14). More significantly, it has been suggested that the Fourth Evangelist 
appears to prefer the term o^Aoç for people as opposed to Aaoç (see section
3.4 above). While there may be an explanation for the variation of terms in 
the Pericope Adulterae, the appearance of this phrase pàç o Aaoç is notably 
odd. It is debatable whether or not the phrase is uniquely Lukan or not. 
Wieland Willker (2007:17) suggests that while this phrase pàç o Aaoç may 
be somewhat Lukan, the sentence pàç o Aaoç hpceto ppoç auton that 
appears in the Pericope Adulterae is not Lukan at all. Even if the phrase is 
considered to be Lukan, Willker demonstrates that there are portions of the 
pericope that are not Lukan. This must be contended with if any arguments 
of Lukan origin are going to be validated. Though there is certainly 
similarity between John 8:2 and Luke 21:38, one must ask if it is enough of 
a similarity to indicate a Lukan origin, especially when the differences 
between these passages are noted.
Much of this has been discussed in detail in the sections above and in 
Chapter 4, but it is worthwhile to reiterate this in highlighting these 
differences. In both the preceding chapter (see section 2.3) and the present 
chapter (see sections 3.1 and 3.2 above) it has been demonstrated that while 
Jesus does spend the night on the “Mount of Olives” and arrives “early” in 
both passages, these terms may have connections to the LXX that could 
have influenced both Authors. More importantly, one must note here that 
the terms/phrases are different in the passages. In Luke 21:37 the phrase for 
“Mount of Olives” is to opoç to koAoumenon ’EAaiwn instead of to opoç 
twn eAaiwn (similar to Luke 19:29) which may be better translated “the 
Mount called Olivet/Olives.” In contrast, John 8:1 uses the phrase opoç twn 
eAaiwn, which though unique in the Gospel of John and similar to Luke 
19:37 and 22:39, is also in agreement with the usage in the LXX (cf. 
Zechariah 14:4).230 Similarly, though both passages reference the “early” 
part of the day, they do so using different terms. John 8:2 uses the noun 
op9poç, while Luke 21:38 uses verb op9piZw. The terms have a common 
root, but they nevertheless different. The former term is found additionally
230 The usage in 2 Samuel 15:30 is inconclusive because it only includes the term 
vwn eAaiwn, which is generally understood to refer to the Mount of Olives. 
Virtually all English translations add the term “Mount.”
in Luke 24:1 and part of the hapax legomena in the Fourth Gospel; the latter 
term is hapax legomena and is found only here in Luke 21:38.
In all, John 8:1-2 and Luke 21:37-38 are not as similar as they may at 
first appear. Contra Mullins (2003:219) who states that the pericope would 
“fit very neatly after Luke 21:38,” John 7:53-8:11 is not likely to have 
originally been included here. Outside of the phrase pàç o Aaoç there are no 
direct connections that are without explanation. Clearly, there are some 
hints of possible Synoptic and/or Lukan stylistic traits in the Pericope 
Adulterae, but this is something that has likewise been observed in 
otherJohannine passages (see section 7.0 above).231 At the very least, the 
inclusion of the pericope in Luke 21 would provide repetitious material, 
which would create a whole new set of problems. Based on the criteria 
outlined at the outset of this discussion of Lukan influence, it seems 
improbable to rule in favor of a Lukan authorship/influence for the Pericope 
Adulterae. There are numerous terms that are frequently used in the Gospel 
of Luke, but given the fact that almost all of these terms find additional 
usage in the LXX, it is difficult to label them exclusively Lukan. There is 
simply not a high enough concentration of these terms or of Lukan style to 
sufficiently prove that the author of the Pericope Adulterae was someone 
associated with the Gospel of Luke or Acts rather than someone familiar 
with the LXX. Likewise, there are several other examples of so-called 
Lukan terms that appear once in the Gospel of John, demonstrating that the 
examples cited for the Pericope Adulterae are not that unique.
The issue of the misplacement of the pericope in the Ferrar Group of 
manuscripts does remain, but this evidence likewise rules against Lukan 
inclusion (Keener, 2003:735-737); discussion regarding this will be reserved 
for Chapter 6 (see section 4.0). Arguing from style and vocabulary alone, it 
seems reasonable to side with Reginald Fuller (2004:44) who states, “There 
is no possibility that [the Pericope Adulterae] is part of the original text of 
Luke.” This may especially true when one considers the numerous 
Johannine connections presented throughout this chapter.
9 .0  S u s a n n a
Beyond claims of Lukan influence, several scholars have suggested that 
the Pericope Adulterae bears many themes similar to the story of Daniel and 
Susanna (LXX, Daniel 13:1-64); this leads to comments that the author of
216
231 Exell and Spence, 1890-1919; Streeter, 1924:393ff; Abbott, 1968:19ff; Dodd, 
1976; Scott, 1978:234; Fortna, 1988:218; Moo and Morris, 1992:160-162; 
Kysar, 1993:10-12; Windisch, 1993:26; Smith, 1999:152-4; Blomberg, 
2001:156-157; Carson, Moo, and Morris, 2005:258ff.
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the pericope may have used Susanna as a primary source or that the story is 
a conflation the Susanna story with other traditions about Jesus.232 
Grayston (1990:74) even suggests that Susanna is “essential reading for 
understanding [the Pericope Adulterae].” Ulrich Becker (1963:51ff) based 
much of his doctoral dissertation on the assumption that the earliest version 
of the Pericope Adulterae was based on Susanna. Others, such as Jennifer 
Knust (2006:497 note 38, 534) follow Becker’s suggestion in tracing later 
developments of the pericope. Brodie (1993:338) further comments that the 
Pericope Adulterae is much like the story of Susanna in that they both “lie 
close to the dividing line between what is canonical and what is not.”
In Susanna, a married woman named Susanna becomes the desire of two 
of the cities’ elders who approach her for a sexual encounter. After refusing 
their advances, Susanna is falsely accused of adultery by these men and 
placed on trial, where she is found guilty. The elders lay their hands on her 
head and lead her away for execution; Susanna in turn pleads to God for 
mercy. Ultimately, Daniel divinely perceives of her innocence and 
intercedes to save her and diffuses the situation (Maccini 1996:70; Lincoln, 
2005:534-535).
Themes that are suggested as being similar between this story and the 
Pericope Adulterae include a trial before the “elders” of the city, the absence 
of the guilty man, improper motives and application of the Law, intercession 
by a third party, and older men being foiled (first to leave) by a presumed 
younger man (Lindars 1972:310; Neyrey, 1996; Scott, 2000:61ff). Some, 
like Bernard Jackson (1977:38) argue that such consistent themes suggest 
dependence of the later Pericope Adulterae on Susanna.233
However, others note that there as there are virtually as many differences 
as there are similarities between these two stories (cf. Scott, 2000:65). In 
fact, McDonald (1995:421) suggests that the stories diverge so extensively
232 Cf. Goodspeed, 1945:107; Schilling, 1955:97ff; Becker, 1963:51; Derrett, 1963­
64:11; Brown, 1966-1970:333; Osborne, 1966:282; Lindars 1972:310; Jackson, 
1977:38; Schnackenburg 1982:3:167; Sloyan, 1988:95; Grayston, 1990:74; 
Sanders, 1990:341; Brodie, 1993b:158ff, 338ff; McDonald, 1995:419-422; 
Neyrey, 1996; Moloney, 1998b:259; Scott, 2000:65-80; Mullins, 2003:220-222; 
Edwards, 2004:90; Knust, 2006:497.
233 Scott (2000:61ff) suggests a further connection between the Pericope Adulterae 
and Susanna, at least as it relates to the remainder of the Book of Daniel and the 
Gospel of John. In both books, the “hero” receives a purple robe: Daniel 
receives a robe in chapter 5 for interpreting Belshazzar’s dream; Jesus received a 
purple robe, albeit in a mocking fashion, during his trial and crucifixion in John 
19. This connection is possible, but perhaps a little speculative.
that is in not reasonable to assume any connection between the two. Such 
differences include: the detailing of the events leading up to the trial, the 
fact that accusers are lying in Susanna rather than simply entrapping Jesus in 
the Pericope Adulterae, the presumed guilt of the woman it the pericope 
rather than the false accusation against the woman in Susanna, the 
explanation of the missing guilty man in Susanna versus no explanation in 
John 7:53-8:11, and the fact that Daniel never address the woman as 
opposed to Jesus who does (Sanders, 1990:341). In regards to this, it is not 
entirely impossible that there is a connection between two stories as 
suggested by McDonald, but it does seem unlikely. Certainly there are 
similarities, but the differences make this connection less probable. 
Therefore, most scholars appear to dismiss such a connection (Scott, 
2000:61). Even in the event that the two stories are related, it is not 
uncommon for multiple stories in the biblical canon to have related 
themes,234 and additionally the Fourth Evangelist is known for drawing 
upon themes and/or passage in the LXX without direction quotation (see 
section 3.2 above)(Hanson, 1991:166; Harris, 1996-2006). In the end, while 
it remains possible that the story of Susanna may have had influence on the 
Pericope Adulterae, this does not seem likely nor should it affect the 
discussion regarding the inclusion/omission of this passage.
1 0 .0  “J o h a n n i n e ”  Vo c a b u l a r y  i n  J o h n  7 :53 -8 :11
Discussion now turns towards examples of what might be considered to 
be Johannine vocabulary and style in the passage. While there are 
admittedly many terms and phrases that warrant explanation due to their 
non-Johannine nature, there are perhaps an equal amount stylistic traits and 
familiar or “preferred” terminology that appear to be Johannine in nature 
present in the pericope. These traits deserve explanation if one is going to 
label John 7:53-8:11 an intrusion to the Gospel text. In other words, both 
sides of the debate bear the burden of proof.
1 0 .1  ô iôaoK ode
The first term to consider is ôiô0okaAe, specifically used in the vocative 
form of address. At first glance, this does not appear to be particularly
218
234 Examples include the healing of the ten lepers between Luke 17:11-19 and the 
healing of Naaman the leper in 2 Kings 5, along with the attempts of people to 
force their way into a home for forced sexual relations with certain individuals in 
Genesis 19 and Judges 19, just to name a few. This is all in addition to 
typologies where various New Testament passage demonstrate Jesus fulfilling 
various Old Testament symbols (see sections 2.3 and 3.1 in Chapter 4).
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Johannine,235 because the Synoptics frequently have Jesus addressed as 
“teacher,” while the Gospel of John on the other hand only has two 
instances of Jesus being referred to as ôiôOokoAoç (11:28 and 13:13-14). In 
the former, Mary refers to Jesus as “the teacher;” in the latter, Jesus twice 
states that his disciples refer to him as “teacher.” The appearance of the 
vocative ôiôOokaAe in the John 8:4 is different from these other Johannine 
uses of ôiôOokoAoç and more similar to Synoptic use of the address, where 
Jesus’ opponents address him in this fashion as opposed to his disciples (or 
rather Jesus’ stating that his disciples address him this way).236 Instead in 
the Fourth Gospel, one finds paßßi being used as the more common form of 
address, some eight times (1:38, 49, 3:2, 4:31, 6:25, 9:2, 11:8, and 20:16). 
This constitutes over half of the references in the four Gospels combined: 
two in Matthew, four in Mark, and none in Luke (Köstenberger, 1998:105).
These findings hardly seem to suggest Johannine authorship/influence of 
the Pericope Adulterae, but it can be observed that several of the 
appearances of the vocative ôiôOokaAe in the Synoptic Gospels are from the 
lips of Jesus’ disciples or people from the crowd, not just his opponents (cf. 
Matthew 19:16, Mark 4:38, 9:17, 9:38, 10:17, 10:20, 10:35, 13:1, Luke 3:12, 
7:40, 9:38, 12:13, and 21:7). This goes against any claims that the term is 
used in a formulaic way in any of the Gospels (Bruce, 1979:414). Secondly, 
as Andreas Köstenberger (1998:97-128) has labored to show, there is much 
significance in the fact that paßßi is often translated as ôiôOokaAe. Carson 
(2000:334) doubts that the two terms are used interchangeably, but the terms 
are linked by two statements telling us that “rabbi” means “teacher:” 1:38 
for the Greek term paßßi and 20:16 for the Aramaic equivalent paßßouni. In 
both cases, Jesus is addressed as “abbi,”, and the narrator informs the reader 
in aside that rabbi “means teacher.” McLachlan (1920:289) agrees, though 
he further suggests that when ôiôOokoAoç is translated from the Aramaic it 
“loses some of its force.” Still, the way the scribes and Pharisees address 
Jesus in John 8:4 remains in agreement with typical Johannine form. Jesus 
is often referred to as “rabbi” and “teacher,” and because in the pericope 
Jesus is seated in the teaching position of a rabbi/teacher, it seems only
235 Cf. McLachlan (1920:269) labels this feature Lukan rather than Johannine. 
Oddly, in the same breathe, McLachlan also suggests that the term kupioç is 
Lukan as well (1920:260), but such a claim is unfounded. The term is frequent 
throughout the LXX and the New Testament, including the Gospel of John.
236 Cf. Matthew 8:19, 12:38, 22:16, 22:24, 22:36, Mark 12:14, 12:19, 12:32, Luke 
10:25, 11:45, 19:18, 19:39, 20:21, 20:28, and 20:39.
fitting that he would be addressed this way, even if it is highly likely that 
this address is intended to be sarcastically mocking Jesus.
It is also likely that the Pharisees knew that Jesus was addressed as paßßi 
or ôiô0okaAe by his disciples and the people as well. Nicodemus, a member 
of the Pharisees (though secretly on a path towards following Jesus), 
addresses Jesus as paßßi. He says, “We know that you are a teacher from 
God” (oiôamen oti 0po 9eou eAhAu9aç ôiôOokoAoç, 3:2). It is unclear from 
the text if the “we” is a reference to other followers of Jesus, other believing 
Pharisees like Joseph of Arimathea, or the entire Pharisees in general. The 
first two options seem more probable, but even the latter is possible. 
Nicodemus may be providing insight into the fact that the Pharisees knew 
that Jesus was doing the works of God but that they refused to acknowledge 
this publicly and thereby follow Jesus (Malina and Neyrey, 1988:124-26). It 
is also possible that the addressing of Jesus as “teacher” may suggest that 
the stage is be set for a confrontation between rival teachers (Kruse, 
2004:198). Either way, this example demonstrates similar Johannine usage 
and provides reasonable cause for this form of address in John 8:4. The 
uniqueness of the encounter in the Pericope Adulterae and the malevolent 
attitudes of Jesus’ opponents provide opportunity for use of the term 
(Schnackenburg, 1982:164-165), even if laced with mockery. Therefore, the 
term displays congruency with other Johannine usage and suggests possible 
Johannine influence and/or authorship of John 7:53-8:11.
1 0 .2  M w iio f/;
Next, there is reference to Moses (Mwuohç). Though this is not unique to 
the Gospel of John, it noted that the Gospel of John does refer to Moses 
nearly twice as frequently as any of the Synoptic Gospels (Brown, 
2003:134),237 and comparison between Moses and Jesus serves a major 
underlying theme for the entire Gospel.238 Outside of John 8:5, Moses is 
referred to twelve times in the Gospel of John, and each is found within the 
Book of Signs.239 Of course, the appearance of Mwuohç in John 8:5 is in
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237 The Gospel of Luke does contain ten examples of the use of the term Mwuohç, 
but several are references to the Law of Moses (Luke 2:22 and 24:44) or “Moses 
and the Prophets” (Luke 16:29, 16:31, and 24:27) rather than Moses himself. 
While related to Moses, the Gospel of John regularly speaks of Moses himself. 
Therefore, Brown’s claims appears to be justified.
238 Glasson, 1963; Pancaro, 1975; Harstine, 2002; Keith, 2009:177.
239 John 1:17, 1:45, 3:14, 5:45, 5:46, 6:32, 7:19, 7:22, 7:23, 9:28, and 9:29.
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reference to the Law that the scribes and Pharisees hope to place Jesus in 
opposition of, but in doing so, Jesus would be placed in opposition to Moses 
as well, for Moses served as mediator in the receiving of the Law. This does 
accord nicely with the rest of the Gospel, especially in the context of the 
chapters 6-10, where Jesus is shown to be replacing many of the Old 
Testament festivals and symbols such as the manna (6), the Feast of 
Tabernacles (7-8), living water (7:37-38), the light of God (8:12ff), the 
shepherds associated with the Feast of Dedication (10), etc. (see sections 2.2 
and 2.3 in Chapter 4). This is not only the case in the Tabernacles 
Discourse; Moses typology and the superseding of Jesus over Moses is 
prevalent throughout the Fourth Gospel.240 Moses was good and sufficient 
for a time much like the symbols and festivals of the Old Covenant, but he 
was only a shadow of the one who was to come.
It is quite possible that the Pericope Adulterae is a further attempt to 
present Jesus as the one replacing him whom the Jews valued so highly, the 
giver of Law, Moses. Mwuohç is referred to three times in chapter 7, all 
leading up to the Pericope Adulterae.241 In 7:19, Jesus refers to Moses’ 
instruction in the Law. In 7:22 and 23, Jesus appears to claim superiority to 
Moses, stating that Moses permitted circumcision on the Sabbath, but that 
he can heal a man’s entire body on the Sabbath (oAon 0n9pwpon uyih 
epoirpa), most likely in reference to the events of chapter 5. The dispute is 
over work on the Sabbath, but Jesus’ statement clearly suggests his greater 
work. He is not the one simply permitting or performing a symbolic 
procedure; he is doing what God alone can do in healing, and doing this on 
the day that God set aside for no work.
240 Fortna, 1988:232; Menken, 1996:47-65; Schroeder, 2002:194; Jones, 2008:25.
241 It could also be argued (as already done in Chapter 4) that Moses is referenced 
also in chapter 8, where Jesus claims that he “speaks what the Father has taught 
him” (8:28). This is very similar to that which is said of Moses in Exodus 4:12, 
where God tells Moses to depart and that he “will help Moses speak and will 
teach him what to say.” While these statements appear to place Jesus and Moses 
on the same level, it is important to note how each learned these from God or at 
least how they both met with God. Moses saw God’s “goodness” (’a j - l s )  and 
“glory” (’dbs) represented by God’s “backside” (’rnx-nx) in Exodus 33:17ff, 
but he was not permitted to see God’s face. Jesus, on the other hand, is said to 
have seen the God and to be at God’s side (John 1:18, monoyenhç 9eoç o wn eiç 
von koApon vou pavpoç ekeinoç eXhyhoaTo). Clearly, being at the Father’s side 
implies more of a face-to-face encounter than Moses experienced. Moses is 
described as meeting with God “face-to-face” (□’33-lx Q’3S) in Exodus 33:11, 
but as the verses following this statement indicate (discussed above), this was 
likely not a visual experience.
This all comes to a head in the Pericope Adulterae. The woman’s 
accusers are possibly mocking Jesus’ claims of superiority by addressing 
him as ôiôOokaAe and then stating that “in the Law M oses’ command to 
stone such [women]” (en ôe tw nomw hmin Mwuohç eneteiAato tàç 
toiautaç Ai90(ein). This is reminiscent of other examples in the Gospel 
where the Jews claim to know what Moses says about an issue (cf. 6:30-31 
and 9:29)(Moloney, 1996:260). In the pericope, the Jews’ claims are hinged 
with a question for Jesus, and an emphatic one at that, “What do you say?” 
(ou oun ti Aeyeiç).242 Jesus, however, does not budge when asked. He 
stands firm in his claim of superiority, and without nullifying M oses’ 
command, he extends mercy and grace. This may very well be a 
demonstration of what the Gospel itself states in John 1:17: “The law was 
given through Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus Christ” (o nomoç 
ôià Mwuoewç eôo9h, h càpiç kai h 0Ah9eia ôià ’Irpou Xpiotou eyeneto).
The appearance of the term Mwuohç does not necessarily prove that the 
pericope is of Johannine origin, but the connection with the continued use of 
the term throughout the Gospel, mostly within the Tabernacles Discourse, 
does lend further weight to the argument in favor of it. Jesus’ contrast with 
and ultimate superiority over Moses is further on display.
1 0 .3  Ài9a(cû /  AîQoç
Similarly, talk of “stoning” (Ai90(w) is characteristic of the Gospel of 
John;243 while the Synoptics are full of similar controversy stories and even 
references to Jesus’ opponents desire to kill him along with others such as 
John the Baptist (cf. Matthew 12:14, 26:4, Mark 3:6, 11:18, 14:1, and Luke 
19:47), it is only in the Gospel o f John that one finds a reference to stoning 
as the preferred means of death (Trites, 1974:145-146). In 8:59ff and 
10:31ff the Jews are prepared to kill Jesus according to their belief that 
Jesus has made blasphemous statements in claiming to be God. Likewise in 
11:8, Jesus is warned not to go back to Jerusalem because the Jews “were 
trying to stone [him].” Granted there are two different ways of stating this: 
in 8:59 the Jews are described as “picking up stones to throw at him” (hpan
222
242 Barrett, 1978:591; Barclay, 1975:259; Newman and Nida, 1980:259; Tenney, 
1981:89; Morris, 1987:295; Witherington, 1988:145 note 100; Whitacre, 
1999:210; Keith, 2009:158.
243 While this is more pertinent to discussions of external evidence, it is noteworthy 
that Daube (1978:190) suggests that referencing to stoning is an indication that 
the story of the woman caught in adultery is from the first century A.D. rather 
than later period where strangling became the preferred message of execution.
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oun Ai9ouç ina ßOAwoin ep’ auton), while in 10:31, 10:32, and 11:8 they are 
described as wanting to “stone” (Ai90(w) him (10:31 actually uses both 
references: e’ßOotaoan pOAin Ai9ouç oi ’Iouôaloi and Ai90Zw). There is 
some variation in how the situation is described, but in both examples, the 
connection remains, and the attempted stonings are reminiscent of “mob 
action” (Brown, 2003:165).
In the Pericope Adulterae, it is the woman who is accused of violating 
the Law and condemned to be stoned (Ai90(w). Jesus responds by 
commanding “the one without sin to be first” in “casting a stone at her” (ep’ 
authn ßaAetw Ai9on). There are many similarities with the above mentioned 
passages in the Gospel of John. First, stoning is the chosen method of 
execution. Second, death is demanded due to a violation of the Law of 
Moses. Thirdly, it is an apparent mob of zealous religious Jewish leadership 
who desire to carry out the execution. Finally, there is similar vocabulary 
employed: the scribes and Pharisees speak of Ai90(w; Jesus refers to 
“throwing stones.”
Still, one could object by noting that there are a few references to stoning 
presented in the Book of Acts, which may provide a Lukan parallel. After 
the apostles are freed from jail in Acts 5:26, the guard is said to fear public 
prosecution of the apostles out of fear that he might be “stoned” (Ai90(w) by 
the people. Later in 7:58, Stephen is “stoned” (Ai9oßoAew) by the Sanhedrin 
for a violation of the Law (blasphemy). Also in 14:5, mention is made of a 
plot between the Jews and many Gentiles from Iconium to “stone” 
(Ai9oßoAew) Paul and Barnabas. Finally in 14:19, Paul is “stoned” (Ai90(w) 
by the people of Lystra after Jews from Antioch and Iconium had convinced 
them to do so.
However, there are several differences between these instances of 
stoning and the ones presented in the Gospel of John, including that of John 
8:5 and 8:7. The first example, Acts 5:26, is not an execution being carried 
out according to the Law of Moses or even a real attempt to stone; it is 
simply a case of one man fearing that he might be stoned by a rioting crowd. 
This is in contrast with all the Johannine examples that have the religious 
leaders (oi ’Iouôaioi) are prepared to do the stoning. The second example, 
7:58, is closer to those in the Fourth Gospel, but different nonetheless. The 
Jews rise up and stone Stephen, one whom they consider to be a blasphemer, 
but there is a different term used in reference to stoning. Here Ai9oßoAew is 
used, whereas in the Gospel of John, including 8:5, Ai90(w is always used. 
Lastly, the two references in Acts 14 differ from the Gospel of John’s 
references to stoning as well, for even though both terms for stoning are 
used (Ai9oßoAew in verse 5 and Ai90(w in verse 19), these examples appear 
to refer to a nefarious plot to have others killed rather than being references 
to cases of justice being served. In the former verse, the Jews and Gentiles
plotted to have Paul and Barnabas killed. This is not an example of 
adherence to the Mosaic Law, for most Gentiles neither submitted to the 
Law, nor were they authorized to carry it out. Similarly in the latter usage, 
the plot is carried out after Jews from Antioch and Iconium (presumably the 
Jews who had been part of this initial plot described in 14:5) convinced the 
people of Lyconia to kill Paul. The crowd, not the religious leaders, stones 
Paul, in what resembles more of a zealous lynch mob rather than a judicial 
example of capital punishment.
All of these examples, detailing issues of stoning (or fear of being 
stoned), fail to compare to the Johannine examples of stoning either in 
vocabulary or context. We are left with the few references in John 8,10, and 
11. Each resembles that which is found in John 8:5 and 8:7. The Gospel of 
John is the only New Testament book that details stoning in accordance with 
the Mosaic Law,244 even if stoning is based on a misunderstanding of the 
Law and/or who Jesus is. The Pericope Adulterae provides another example 
of this, and thus presents itself with another uniquely Johannine 
characteristic.
1 0 .4  vou m  ô e  A e y o n  pelpoc(óVTeç a u m n
Of course, what may be the most commonly-suggested Johannine 
characteristic found in the Pericope Adulterae is the aside, an interruption to 
make explicit the idea of the trap found in 8:6, “They said this to test 
him.”245 In some cases, the Fourth Evangelist often breaks into the 
narrative accounts to relay additional information explaining the nature of 
what is being said or done (6:6, 6:71, 7:39, 11:13, 11:51, 12:6, 12:33, 13:11, 
13:28, and 21:19)(Thatcher, 1999:54). In other related examples, the 
Evangelist translates Semitic terms into Greek for the reader (1:38, 1:41, 
1:42, 4:25, 5:2, 9:7, 19:13, 19:17, 20:16), provides additional information 
about times and places (6:4, 7:2, 9:14, 10:22-3, 11:17) or customs (4:9, 
19:40), identifies persons in the narrative (6:71, 7:50, 11:2, 18:10, 18:14, 
18:40, 19:38-9), or reveals thoughts/recollections of certain persons in the
224
244 “Stoning” is mentioned in 2 Corinthians 11:25 and Hebrews 11:37, but in both 
cases “stoning” is in reference to receiving unjust punishment not capital 
punishment for violation of the Law. In the former case, Paul reminds his readers 
that he was “stoned” (Ai90Zw); in the latter, ancient men of faith are said to have 
been “stoned” (Ai90Zw) for their faith. These examples differ from the judicial 
nature of stoning found in the Gospel of John.
245 Cf. Johnson, 1964, 1966:95; Brown, 1966-1970:333, 2003:290-292; Barclay, 
1975:260; Hodges, 1980:44; Heil, 1991, 1994; Köstenberger, 2004:246; Neyrey, 
2006:148.
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narrative (2:22,12:16). There are also asides where the Evangelist provides 
information about himself (1:14b, 19:35, 21:24-5) or about Jesus’ 
knowledge of the events unfolding (2:24-5, 6:6, 13:1, 13:3)(Neyrey, 
2006:148). There are no less than five asides in the Tabernacles Discourse 
alone (7:2, 7:5, 8:20, 8:27, and 8:30). The Fourth Evangelist exhibits the 
ability to read minds and share the inner thoughts and feelings of his 
characters which is often demonstrated with an aside, but also in general 
statements that detail the events of the Gospel (cf. 1:10, 2:21, 24-25, 6:21, 
7:5, 9:22, 12:6, 12:37, 13:29, and 19:38). This is especially true with Jesus’ 
enemies, the Pharisees and religious leaders (cf. 5:18, 7:1, 7:44, 9:18, 11:51, 
12:43).
This is what Alan Johnson referred to as “a stylistic trait” in his 1964 
dissertation (see section 3.9 in Chapter 2). He describes the literary patterns 
for these behind-the-scenes look into the action taking place as short, 
explanatory phrases interjected in order interpret the significance of the 
words that have just been spoken in the narrative. The explanatory phrase is 
usually introduced by three elements: 1) the conjunction “now” (ôe), 2) the 
demonstrative “this” (touto), and 3) a form of the verb “to speak” (Aeyein) 
(Johnson, 1966:95). Of the ten examples noted by Johnson (6:6, 6:71, 7:39, 
11:13, 11:51, 12:6, 12:33, 13:11, 13:28, and 21:29), seven include all three 
elements, while the other three have two elements. At the time of Johnson’s 
work, he claims that this fact “stylistic trait” was completely ignored 
(1966:96). Since that time, this has changed a bit. Some like Zane Hodges 
(1979, 1980) and J.P. Heil (1991, 1994) have agreed with Johnson’s 
assessment and followed his suggestions in making their arguments for the 
inclusion of the pericope. Even a few who disagree with Johnson’s 
argument for the inclusion of John 7:53-8:11 within the Gospel of John have 
noted similar findings as well.246
What makes this statement in 8:6 even more interesting for the present 
discussion is that the Greek is virtually identical to the Greek of John 6:6. 
In 8:6, it states that touto ôe ’eAeyon peipOConTeç auton ; in 6:6, it is rendered 
touto ôe eAeyen peipOZwn auton. Both instances have the conjunction ôe, 
the demonstrative pronoun touto, the imperfect active indicative form of the 
verb Aeyw, and the present active nominative participial form of the verb 
peipOZw. The only difference in form is that the verbs in 6:6 are singular 
and plural in 8:6, which is due to the fact that the aside in 6:6 is used to 
describe Jesus’ actions in chapter 6 before he multiplies the bread and fish,
246 Cf. Brown, 1966-1970:333; Barclay, 1975:260; Köstenberger, 2004:246; 
Neyrey, 2006:148. Alan Johnson (1966:95 note 24) further notes that Colwell, 
who does not agree with Johnson’s overall thesis, supports his findings.
whereas the aside in 8:6 reveals the intent of Jesus’ opponents in the 
Pericope Adulterae. The former is in reference to an individual, while the 
latter refers to a group. At the same time, different context provides for an 
additional difference: Jesus’ “test” in chapter 6 appears to be innocent; 
however, the “test” levied against Jesus in John 7:53-8:11 appears to be 
malicious. The verb peipOZw allows for both meanings: “test, try, examine, 
tempt, etc.” (Liddell and Scott, 1961; Friberg, Friberg, and Miller, 2000; 
United Bible Societies, 2008). Because of this, the different contexts do not 
hinder the noted trait. Both asides provide additional information that gives 
the reader a behind-the-scenes look at what is happening in each narrative.
This is uniquely Johannine, for although the Synoptic Gospels recount 
occasions where Jesus’ opponents approached him in order to test him (cf. 
Matt. 16:1, 19:3, 22:35, etc.), the wording is very different to that of the 
Johannine examples cited (Köstenberger, 2004:246). Newman and Nida 
(1980:260) note the similarities, but suggest that context indicates that the 
meaning of each is slightly different. Likewise, there are common terms 
(peipOZw and Aeyw) between some of these passages, but this does not have 
the same force as the strikingly similar phrases of John 6:6 and 8:6. Instead 
the Synoptic statements about testing are not referenced as asides of the 
narrator. Only in the Gospel of John does one find examples similar to that 
of John 8:6. Heil (1991:182-191) argues strongly for this as well.
Daniel Wallace (1993:292) disagrees suggesting that this particular aside 
in John 8:6 finds common ground with Matthew 4:3 and 19:3. However, 
Heil (1994:362) has since countered by pointing out although Jesus is tested 
in Matthew 4:3 and 19:3, neither of these verses functions as an aside of the 
narrator, as do both John 6:6 and 8:6. Against Metzger (1994:188 note 3), 
who claims that Wallace’s rebuttal is more probable, it appears that Heil’s 
argument is more convincing, for he demonstrates that both examples are 
direct statements of the narrative action of the passages. Köstenberger 
(2000:246) agrees by noting that Wallace makes some great individual 
points, he does not fully succeed in undermining Heil’s argument. On the 
surface, it appears that this narrative interruption provides a substantial 
Johannine link for the Pericope Adulterae, yet this debate appears to have 
little effect on the scholarly opinion of this passage (Moloney, 1998b:263). 
In fact, the argument may have lost some of the force with which Johnson 
provided, despite the best attempts of Heil and Hodges, because of further 
suggestions from others scholars.
For example, though Raymond Brown 1966:333) labels the Greek in 
John 8:6 as being identical to John 6:6, he nevertheless concludes that there 
is also similarity between Luke 6:7 and John 8:6. Brown does not suggest 
this for the same portion of the verses detailed above where Jesus and the 
scribes and Pharisees say this to ecwoin kathyopein autou, but for the
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portion of John 8:6 that follows this phrase. In John 8:6, the scribes and 
Pharisees attempt to test Jesus ina ’ecwoin kathyopein autou. Similarly, 
Luke 6:7 says that the scribes and Pharisees watched Jesus to see if he 
would heal on the Sabbath ina eupwoin kathyopein autou. However, the 
appearance of the term kathyopew itself is not too significant for the term is 
also found in John 5:45, demonstrating at least minimal Johannine use. 
Still, the term is more common in the Gospel of Luke, or at least in one 
chapter of this Gospel (Luke 23:2, 23:10, and 23:14). This verb is also found 
multiple times in Acts (22:30, 24:2, 24:8, 24:13, 24:19, 25:5, 25:11, 25:16, 
and 28:19), as well as few times in the Gospels o f Matthew (12:10 and 
27:12) and Mark (3:2, 15:3, and 15:4). The combination of the infinite of 
the verb kothyophow with the subjunctive verb eupiokw is, on the other 
hand, more significant. There is no other example of this combination of 
terms in the New Testament. With the added appearance of oi ypammateiç 
kai oi Fapioaioi, this connection may become even more noteworthy as 
Chris Keith notes (2008:380). Of course, the phrase oi ypammateiç kai oi 
Fapioaioi only occurs in Luke 6:7. It is implied in John 8:6, because this 
party was presented in 8:3 and is responsible for all o f action through 8:6, 
but the phrase is absent from the verse. There is little that can be said to 
dispute Brown’s observation. There are similarities between the two verses; 
however, this does not negate the similarity with John 6:6. It is a matter of 
debate as to which of the similarities is strongest.
Further complicating the connection between John 6:6 and 8:6 is the fact 
that the aside does not appear in all manuscripts at John 8:6. Therefore, 
some considered the aside to possibly be a secondary, later addition to the 
text diminishing claims of Johannine style.247 Becker (1963:56-58) most 
forcefully argues that 8:6a is an interpolation, but the results of his argument 
are uncertain. More recently, Brad Young (1995) has commented that verse 
8:6a is a later addition to the text, suggesting that there are six stages that 
can be outlined for the pericope’s textual transmission.248 However,
247 Cf. Becker, 1963:56-58; Newman and Nida, 1973:259; Barrett, 1978:591; 
Morris, 1995:886-887; Young, 1995:61-2.
248 1) The story circulated without verse 6a. 2) The story became popular enough to 
be inserted into one or more manuscripts of the text of John (most often after 
7:52, but also in a few other locations such as 7:36, 7:44 or 21:25). 3) Verse 6a 
was placed into the story in one or more manuscripts of John. 4) Some copies of 
the Gospel were generated lacking 7:53-8:11 while other copies contained the 
story of the woman caught in adultery, some with 8:6a, some without. 5) 
Confusion arose over the position of John 8:6a because the interpolation broke
Young’s argument is not entirely convincing, mostly due to the weight of 
the manuscript evidence. While there is some variance in the 8:6a itself, 
nearly all manuscripts have this portion of the verse, and the earliest 
manuscripts provided include the entire portion of the verse that reads 
similar to 6:6. There is no solid evidence for any of these stages, and with 
exception of the appearance of a portion of 8:6a duplicated in John 8:4 in 
the manuscripts D and 1071 (see Diagram 1.0), there is no evidence of 
confusion over the placement of the verse as suggested by some. In fact, 
these two manuscripts that include the similar phrase ina ’ecwoin 
kathyopein autou in verse 4 also include the phrase in 8:6a as well. Further, 
such arguments that the explanatory phrase might best be explained as a 
scribal interpolation attempting to make the pericope appear to be more 
“Johannine” cut both ways. For in acknowledging that this phrase appears 
to be Johannine only further confirms the analysis that the statement is 
distinctly Johannine in style (Johnson, 1966:96).
It is also possible that the statement in 8:6a is original to the text, a view 
expressed by some such as von Soden (1902:486-524), Knust (2005:491) 
and Keith (2009:159), but like many of the verses of the Pericope Adulterae, 
verse 6 may have suffered through a difficult textual history along with the 
rest of the pericope. This will be discussed in greater detail in the next 
chapter, but for now it is simply noted that due to the unusual textual history 
of John 7:53-8:11, an unusually high number of variants are present (Burge, 
1984:144; O’Day, 199:639 note 2; Aland and Aland, 1989:296).249 If the 
Pericope Adulterae was expunged from the Gospel of John at an early 
period and later reinserted and after many decades/centuries of suppression 
or if it floated as a written extra-canonical tradition about Jesus, it is 
possible that some parts of the text might be lost, augmented, and/or 
rearranged. It is likely that the statement in 8:6 could have been original but 
lost from certain manuscripts over time. One cannot know with absolute 
certainty whether the statement found in 8:6 is original or not. There is a 
chance that it is a secondary interpolation, but it seems unlikely. If a scribe 
wanted to make the text look more Johannine would not it have been more 
effective to use distinctive Johannine vocabulary in other parts of the 
pericope as well? It seems more appropriate, especially in light of the
228
the continuity of the episode and because other texts omitted 8:6a. 6) Verse 6a 
achieves a permanent place in the Gospel tradition.
249 It is very probable that a tampering with the text is the root cause of the 
numerous variants associated with John 7:53-8:11, similar to what is described as 
occuring in various other locals in the New Testament text (Aland and Aland, 
1989:296).
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textual evidence for the early inclusion of 8:6, to consider this to be a strong 
piece of evidence for Johannine influence and/or authorship.
1 0 .5  ^^peoßvTepóç
Another possible Johannine trait, though hardly an over-powering one, is 
the appearance of the word ppéoßUtépoç in verse 9. As discussed above 
(section 3.13), the term could be used as arguments against the inclusion of 
the Pericope Adulterae because it appears nowhere else in the Fourth 
Gospel; however, because the term is found in the both opening verses of 
the latter two Johannine Epistles and in the Apocalypse it could actually be 
used to argue fo r  Johannine authorship. ^péoßUtépoç has been discussed in 
detail in an earlier section, so the entire argument will not be repeated. 
Instead a few key observations will be highlighted. ^péoßUtépoç is generally 
translated “elder,” but can carry a wide variety of meanings in the New 
Testament. Most often the term is used in reference to age or in designating 
honorable officials in local councils/synagogues; however, ppéoßUtépoç can 
also have a few additional meanings. In the case of its appearance in the 
Pericope Adulterae, one can only logically conclude that it is used to denote 
either age or class. Both options seem to convey the same point; however 
the reference to position may be most appropriate in comparison 2 John 1:1 
and 3 John 1:1, where the ppéoßUtépoç addresses the Church. This “elder” 
may very well be older, but the authority with which he writes seems to be 
stemming from position rather than age. Thus, the usage between the John 
8:9 and the epistles may not that different at all. Whether certain 
individuals are elevated in status due to age, status, or genealogy, they are 
clearly the ones that others look to for guidance. The presence of the term 
ppéoßUtépoç may serve as an additional Johannine trait in the Pericope 
Adulterae, even if this particular example is not the strongest piece of 
Johannine evidence.
1 0 .6  yUi/ai
What may prove to be a more notable example of a Johannine style is the 
appearance of the vocative form of the word yUnr|. In 8:10, Jesus addresses 
the accused adulteress with this term meaning simply “woman.” This is not 
a degrading way of addressing a female, but a common, respectable form of 
address.250 As F.F. Bruce (1979:417) states it, “There is certainly nothing 
discourteous intended.” Most interestingly, it appears to be the way the
250 Barclay, 1975:262; Barrett, 1978:592; Brucem 1979: 417; Newman and Nida, 
1980:262; Baylis, 1989:183 note 41; Carson, 2000:336; Scott, 2000:70; 
Hugenberger, 2006.
Johannine Jesus addresses women far more than any other Gospel. The 
vocative yUnai is only found in the Synoptic Gospels in Matthew 15:28, 
Luke 13:12, and Luke 22:57, and outside of its appearance in 1 Corinthians 
7:16 (in this case usually translated as “wife” instead of “woman”), the term 
in the vocative is absent from the rest of the New Testament. The 
occurrences in Matthew 15:28 and Luke 13:12 are examples of Jesus 
speaking to “women” in the midst of miracles. The example in Luke 22:57 
is Peter harshly denying Jesus to a “woman” on the night of Jesus’ arrest. 
The former examples bear some resemblance to the situation in the Pericope 
Adulterae, the latter not as much.
Contrary to this, yUnai is found multiple times in the Gospel of John, 
appearing in 2:4, 4:21, 19:26, 20:13, and 20:15; each time these words come 
from the lips of Jesus without disrespect (Newman and Nida, 1980:262; 
Hugenberger, 2006). In each example, Jesus addresses a “woman,” whether 
his mother (2:4 and19:26), Mary after the resurrection (20:13 and 20:15), or 
most significantly, the Samaritan woman (chapter 4) who is currently in the 
midst of a similar situation to that of the woman in John 7:53-8:11, having 
her sin exposed. In Jesus’ encounter with the woman at the well, the way 
each party addresses the other is interesting. Jesus addresses the woman as 
yUnai in 4:21 and the woman addresses Jesus as kUpie (4:11, 15, and 19). 
Similarly in the Pericope Adulterae, Jesus addresses the woman as yUnai in 
verse 10, and the woman responds by addressing Jesus as kUpie in verse 11. 
The situation in this chapter is the one that most closely parallels that of 
John 7:53-8:11. The occurrence of the vocative noun yUnh appears to be a 
fairly strong Johannine trait in the text and coupled with the similarities 
found in the John 4, it is perhaps the strongest example of Johannine 
vocabulary in the Pericope Adulterae.
1 0 .7  nhKeTL äfidpTave
If it not the strongest, it is second only to the final example. The phrase 
“sin no more” (mhketi OmOptane), found in 8:1, matches exactly with the 
Jesus’ statement in 5:14 after healing the paralytic (Kruse, 2004:201). This 
is the only place in all of the New Testament with this exact phrase (Barrett, 
1978:592; Bruce, 1979:417), providing what may be a distinct Johannine 
characteristic in the Pericope Adulterae (Heil, 1991:185, 1994:363; Keith, 
2009:166).251 Barnabas Lindars (1981:308) suggests that 5:14 may be a
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251 In regards to this verse, Fausto Salvoni (1960:13) suggests that the phrase 0po 
toU nUn in the first half of 8:11 is non-Johannine. Willker (2007:40) follows 
Salvoni and labels it Lukan. This is because the phrase appears five times in the 
Gospel of Luke (1:48, 5:10, 12:52, 22:18, and 22:69) and once in Acts 18:6,
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variant itself that was added around the time that the Pericope Adulterae was 
included, but there appears to be no textual evidence of such. Another 
possible objection could be raised due to another variant in verse 11. In the 
first half of the verse, there is some disagreement over the verb translated 
“to judge/condemn;” kpinw is found in some manuscripts while others 
include the verb kotakpinw. While the evidence seems to point more 
strongly towards the latter verb, this variant is not pertinent to the present 
discussion, because neither verb is included in the section being compared 
with 5:14. There is no known variant of the phrase/section being discussed. 
Instead, all the manuscript evidence points in favor of the phrase mhketi 
OmOptane being the original and only form of the statement found in the long 
history of John 7:53-8:11.
A second objection has been raised by Raymond Brown (1966­
1970:334), suggesting that there is a difference between 5:14 and 8:11, 
because there is no specific sin indicated in the former, whereas adultery is 
clearly the subject of the discussion in the latter. While this is true, it does 
not negate the similarity of the Greek. Secondly, are we to assume that the 
woman is guilty of only one sin? Certainly, adultery is the major sin being 
discussed in the Pericope Adulterae, but one cannot assume that she is not 
guilty over other sins. It seems that any honest person should allow for this. 
While her adultery has been made public, it is likely that just like the 
situation with the Samaritan woman at the well, Jesus’ knew more about her. 
Contrary to Colwell (1952:81), who claims that there are no other sinners 
presented in the Gospel other than the woman in John 7:53-8:11, the 
Samaritan woman in chapter 4 is shown to be living in sin. Jesus only 
confronts this woman for her sin of adultery, but later when she speaks to 
the people of her village, she says that Jesus “told me all that I ever did” 
(4:29, eipen moi pOnta ooa epoirpa). The woman appears to have been 
convicted of all of the sin in her life, not just particular sexual affairs. The 
urgency with which she leaves her water jar and runs into the city to tell 
others about Jesus may be seen as being symbolic of the change that has
while appearing nowhere else in the Gospel of John outside of 8:11. However, 
this suggestion is nowhere near as forceful as the Johannine connection regarding 
the phrase mhketi OmOptane found between 8:11 and 5:14.Against this it should 
be noted that the phrase also is found in Matthew 27:42, Mark 15:32, 2 
Corinthians 5:16, Philippians 1:5, in addition to twenty-nine times in the LXX. 
Ultimately, this argument does not discredit the Johannine trait because it does 
not concern the particular portion of the verse being discussed, nor does it appear 
to be a valid argument for Lukan style of vocabulary like those discussed above. 
No other scholars appear to comment on this.
occurred.252 If the situation in John 7:53-8:11 is similar at all, one can 
assume that though the woman is only caught in adultery, her conscience 
bears the weight of all of her sin. When Jesus commands her to “sin no 
more,” she would thus take this as an instruction to flee from sin in every 
area of her life. Finally, the legal tenor of the passage should be 
remembered. A particular is in view because the woman has been charged 
with a specific sin/crime. There appears to be no reason to conclude that 
Jesus’ imperative in 8:11 is any different than his other command in 5:14.
In addition to this, it must remembered that the crowd is most likely still 
around to hear the “general” command to leave a life of sin (Hendricksen, 
1970:39; Scott, 2000:70). Depending on how one interprets the situation, 
either all the woman’s accusers left Jesus and the woman “alone” in the trial 
scene with an on-looking crowd or everyone left leaving Jesus and the 
woman totally alone. The latter is certainly possible, but the former seems 
to be most probable since the crowd was not part of the confrontation. They 
were not planning to throw any stones, for they had only come to hear Jesus 
teaching; therefore, Jesus’ statement in 8:7 would not necessarily have 
applied to them. The listening crowd may have remained, even after the 
scribes and Pharisees left. It is also highly probable that the scribes and 
Pharisees may have been lurking in the shadows to hear what took place 
after their abrupt departure. Human nature allows for this possibility. 
Jesus’ command to stop sinning could have been directed at everyone 
present the woman, the crowd, and his opponents, thus making the statement 
more general in nature (O’Day, 1992:637). In the end, neither objection 
should cast enough doubt to dissuade anyone from concluding that Jesus 
statement to “sin no more” (mhketi OmOptane) in the Pericope Adulterae is in 
accordance with Johannine style.
1 1 .0  “J o h a n n i n e ”  S t y l e  i n  J o h n  7 :53 -8 :11
1 1 .1  S ym b o lism
While Botha (1991a:54) rightly notes that little stylistic work has been 
done in relation to the Gospel of John, it may be possible to find several 
more subtle traits in the Pericope Adulterae that are in accordance with what 
appears to be Johannine style (cf. Diel, 1976:100-101). This is admittedly 
not easy, yet in spite of any definite works, scholars have noted particular 
styles prevalent Johannine literature; the first trait is that of symbolism. The 
Fourth Evangelist frequently uses symbolism in communicating, and though 
various forms of symbolism are clearly present, much of this may be in the
232
252 Brodie, 1993:224; Lee, 1994:84; Conway, 1999:123; Koester, 2003:190.
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form of metaphor (van der Watt, 20 00).253 This is especially the case in 
reference to the times of day or night. Daytime (hmepa), specifically 
morning and night (nUX) are used to represent good and evil and different 
stages of faith (cf. 3:2,9:4-5,11:9-10,13:30,19:39, and 21:3ff). Sometimes 
the former is represented by light or simply the time period discussed after 
night. Much of this is related to the Johannine dualism (see section 3.5 in 
Chapter 4). For example in 3:2, Nicodemus first comes to Jesus “at night” 
(ppoç nuktoç) under the cover of darkness/in secrecy. Later in 7:51, after 
Jesus’ conversation with him has had time to be processed, he tries to 
encourage the Pharisees to be patient in dealing with Jesus. Finally in 19:39, 
Nicodemus comes openly to receive Jesus’ body for burial. In 7:51 and 
19:39, no time of day is mentioned, but it is said of Nicodemus that he had 
“gone to Jesus earlier” (o e!9wn ppoç aUton [to] ppotepon) and “earlier 
come to Jesus at night” (o e!9wn ppoç aUton nuktoç to ppwton), 
respectively. In each of these instances, it appears that night is approaching 
and Nicodemus chooses to side with Jesus, departing from those who 
continue to work under the cover of night, whether those who plotted to 
condemn Jesus in the end of chapter 7 or those who reveled in Jesus’ death 
at the end of chapter 19. Nicodemus shows signs of coming to faith that is 
publicly expressed (Beirne, 2003:93). First he speaks up; then he receives 
Jesus for burial. First, he comes in the night; later, he appears to work while 
it is still light.
Other examples can be seen in John 9:4-5 and 11:9-10, where Jesus 
speaks of working “while it is day” and “walking by light,” as opposed to at 
night “when no one can work” and when one “stumbles.” Here the daytime 
represents belief while night represents unbelief. Jesus instructs those who 
believe in him, those who have come to the “light of the world” (1:4-5, 3:19­
21, and 8:12), to walk with him (to believe in him) while he is in the world 
(while it is day). Perhaps one of the strongest examples of this is Judas’ 
betrayal of Jesus in 13:30. This betrayal is clearly a heinous act of betrayal 
marked by evil, and the narrator goes out of his way to include the phrase hn 
ôe nUX, indicating that this was done in unbelief/evil. The events of chapter 
13 flow smoothly until verse 30, where the reader is told that Judas “went 
out immediately.” Then the additional statement “and it was night” is 
added. Finally in 21:3ff, Peter is in a state of uncertainty following the 
resurrection of Jesus. While he has witnessed the resurrected Jesus, he is 
still left with many questions about his life and his future, especially in light 
of his denial of Jesus (18:15-18,25-27). In his uncertainty, Peter returns to
253 Schneiders, 1977:371-376; Painter, 1979:26-41; Culpepper, 1983:180-198; 
Burridge, 1994:144, 175; Koester, 2003.
what he knows best, fishing, and after fishing all night (nUX) and catching 
nothing, Jesus returns and leads him to a miraculous catch. Jesus’ return 
and the subsequent catch of fish occurs “as the day was breaking” (ppwiaç 
ôe hôh yenomenhç). Peter then recognizes Jesus, swims ashore, enjoys 
breakfast with him, and then is reinstated by Jesus. Faith was wavering “at 
night,” but is restored “at daybreak;” the symbolism of daytime and night 
appear to further illustrate this.
In addition to specific times of day, “light” (fwç) and “dark” (okotia) 
also are frequently used to represent belief and unbelief or righteousness and 
unrighteousness (cf. 1:4-9, 3:19-21, 5:35, 12:35-36, and 12:46). In the 
Prologue, Jesus is described as the fwç that shines in the darkness. In 
contrast, okotia has not understood the light (1:4-9), reminiscent of unbelief. 
In 3:19-21, in what may be a teaching related that which is visibly 
demonstrated in the Pericope Adulterae (Harris, 1996-2006), Jesus speaks of 
some men’s unwillingness to come to the light (unbelief) out of fear that 
their deeds will be exposed, compared with other men’s willingness to come 
to the light (belief) done by the work of God. John 5:35 describes John the 
Baptist as a “burning and shining lamp” (o lUcnoç o kaiomenoç kai fainwn) 
lighting the way for others. He was the one who pointed to Jesus that others 
might believe. In the three verses in chapter 12, Jesus speaks of walking in 
the fwç, so that a person will know where he is going (belief) contrasted 
with walking in okotia and not knowing where to go (unbelief).
Contrary to Keith (2008:381), who suggests that the concepts of 
light/darkness are absent from the John 7:53-8: 11,254 the opening verses of 
the Pericope Adulterae introduce the same symbolism, perhaps even setting 
the stage for Jesus “light of the world statement” in 8:12 (Hodges, 1980:48). 
At the close of chapter 7, Jesus’ opponents were plotting how they might 
incriminate and even execute Jesus. The first verse of the pericope, 7:53, 
sets the stage for the following events by having this band of unbelievers 
shrink into the night as each goes to “his own home” (epopeU9r|oan ëKaotoç 
eiç ton oLkon aUtoU). Jesus, however, is not offered the convenience of his
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254 Keith (2008:381) argues that not only is the Pericope Adulterae missing the 
dualistic dichotomy of light/darkness, but also that of heavenly/earthly, 
above/below, and spirit/flesh that play such “prominent role in the preceding and 
succeeding contexts as well as the Gospel of John as a whole.” However as 
noted above, the pericope demonstrates the dichotomy of light/darkness in an 
indirect way. An argument could be made that the pericope does the same with 
the dichotomy of spirit/flesh and/or heavenly/earthly by demonstrating proper 
judgment. Jesus judges correctly in agreement with the Father, and thus is 
“heavenly” or “in the spirit,” in contrast to the scribes and Pharisees which is 
“earthly” or “according to the flesh.”
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own home; instead he is forced to weather the night in a public place, the 
Mount of Olives. It is the following day that the symbolism fully begins to 
take shape. At dawn (op9poç), or early the next morning with the rising of 
the sun, Jesus returns to the Temple bringing light. This is not the dark and 
misleading ways of the religious elite that had slipped away into the night at 
the end of chapter 7 or the deceptive, judgmental ways demonstrated in the 
Pericope Adulterae (assuming that the act of adultery was committed under 
the cover of night); this is a new day full of hope and second chances. New  
light is coming in just like the dawn and is getting brighter just like the sun 
that continues to rise in the sky as the events of John 7:53-8:11 continue to 
unfold. We are given a glimpse of the fact that the old ways are passing like 
the night, and that a new day is coming. If the Pericope Adulterae indeed 
belongs here following 7:52, it is against this backdrop that Jesus claims, “I 
am the light of the world. Whoever follows me will not walk in darkness, 
but will have the light of life” (8:12). This would provide an interesting and 
perhaps appropriate backdrop to present life in the place of death, light in 
the place of darkness, daytime in the place of night, etc. While this 
symbolism is not overly explicit, it is in keeping with Johannine style, 
including that of metaphor, and thus it provides further support for 
Johannine style of the Pericope Adulterae.
1 1 .2  F a ith  in  P ro cess
Similar to the symbolism of night/day in the Gospel of John is the idea of 
process of faith/belief (Maccini, 1996:123; Schroeder, 2002:192; Beirne, 
2003:93).255 While this idea of a gradual belief is usually presented 
explicitly by using a common term such as pioteUw (found eighty-five times 
in the Gospel), this is not so explicit in a few instances. Instead the concept 
of coming to faith/belief may be expressed by the imperfect form of epcomai 
combined with the preposition ppoç or simply the verb eXepcomai by itself. 
In these instances, persons are presented as “coming to Jesus,” in what 
Maccini (1996:123) calls “faith in process.” Examples of this include 
chapter 4, where the people come running to Jesus after the Samaritan 
woman has told them about Jesus, and chapter 11, where Martha and Mary 
come out to meet Jesus as he approaches Bethany following Lazarus’ death. 
In the latter example, Martha has believed many things about Jesus: that her 
brother Lazarus would not have died if Jesus had been present (11:21), that
255 Schroeder (2002:192) concedes that the Pericope Adulterae demonstrates this 
familiar Johannine pattern of a process of faith where a person moves from a 
uninformed sinner to an informed sinner to a forgiven non-sinner, in spite of the 
fact that he considers John 7:53-8:11 to be “deutero-canonical.”
God would give Jesus whatever he asks for (11:22), and that Lazarus would 
be raised at the last day (11:24), but she has not come to fully understand 
and know who Jesus is. She “goes out to meet Jesus” (11:20, epcomai 
UpanthOw), and in this process, Jesus reveals that he is the resurrection and 
the life (11:25). The reader is not told where Martha’s faith stands after 
this, but she does confess Jesus to be the Christ, the Son of God after Jesus’ 
revelation (11:27). Presumably, her faith is growing. Next, Mary “goes to 
him” (11:29, ’epcomai ppoç aUton). She too believes that Jesus has the power 
to prevent Lazarus from dying, but Jesus does not verbally respond in the 
passage. Instead he demonstrates his power by raising Lazarus back to life. 
His actions for Mary demonstrate what he had just revealed to Martha, that 
he is the resurrection and the life. Though the reader once again is not privy 
to the status of Mary’s faith following this event, we are told that many of 
the Jews who had come to comfort Martha and Mary “believed in him” 
(11:45, pioteUw). It is probable that Mary believed along with those who 
witnessed this miracle. Still, it is presumably only later after Jesus’ 
resurrection that hers and Martha’s faith (along with all the disciples) is 
fully developed. The process of faith continues throughout the Gospel.
This is likely the case in former example as well. The people are clearly 
intrigued by what the Samaritan woman has told them, and they desire to see 
if  this is really the Messiah. Not content with mere belief based on the 
woman’s testimony, the Samaritans desire to hear from Jesus himself. They 
first “come to him” (4:30, eXepcomai), and because of the woman’s 
testimony, they “believed” (4:39, pioteUw); however, when they “come to 
him” (4:40, ’epcomai ppoç aUton), they ask Jesus to stay so they could learn 
more, and many more “believed” (pioteUw ) in him because of his word. It is 
not certain when everyone fully began to believe or understand, but it 
appears that it happened progressively, beginning with the woman’s 
testimony and growing as they come to Jesus and learn from him for two 
days. Similarly, the events of chapter 4 are probably not even the end of the 
story, for faith may have continued to grow even as Jesus departed. 
Unfortunately, we do not know what happened beyond this. Though these 
examples present people at different stages of faith, both are examples are 
faith in progress.
This idea of faith in progress or a moving toward belief is also present in 
the Pericope Adulterae, presuming it is properly located between chapters 7 
and 8. Having been intrigued by Jesus words and actions the previous day 
at the Feast of Tabernacles, many of the people begin to claim that Jesus is 
“the Prophet” (7:40) or that he is “the Christ” (7:41), while others question 
both of these claims. Then these people “were coming to Jesus” (expressed 
by the imperfect epcomai- hpceto ppoç aUton) in 8:2, perhaps demonstrating 
that their faith is growing as they begin to see and hear more from the One
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who is superior to Moses. Certainly, different people are at different levels 
of faith and no one appears to fully believe this early in the Gospel, but they 
are coming to seek Jesus. This illustration of “faith in progress” may be 
more subtle than the some other examples listed in this section, but it is also 
just as Johannine, providing further cause to consider Johannine influence of 
John 7:53-8:11.
1 1 .3  A  S c o rn fu l óUTóç
As long as subtle Johannine traits are being highlighted, one can make 
note of the scornful use of the demonstrative ouroç (this), specifically from 
“the Jews” and/or the Pharisees, in reference to a person they do not approve 
of. Frequently it is the case that when the Jews speak of Jesus, he is referred 
to as “this man” (cf. 6:52, 7:15, 7:27, 7:35, 9:12, 9:16, 9:29, 11:47, 19:12, 
and 19:21)(Hodges and Farstad, 1985:xxvii). In each of this instances there 
seems to be a level contempt implied. In 6:52, the Jews respond, “How can 
this man give us his flesh to eat?” In 7:15, they ask, “How did this man 
become learned?” They claim that they know where “this man is from” in 
7:27. After hearing the blind man reports that he had been healed by “the 
man Jesus,” the Pharisees ask, “Where is this man?” (9:12). Later in 9:16, 
9:24, and 9:29, the Pharisees state that they know that “this man is a sinner,” 
and that “they do not know where this man is from,” as opposed to Moses 
whom they trust in. Whether mocking the Pharisees or not, the blind man 
responds that “this man could not do [the miracles like restoring sight] if he 
were not from God.” Similarly after the raising of Lazarus, the chief priests 
and Pharisees cry out in frustration about Jesus’ ever-growing popularity 
that could ultimately lead to trouble with the Romans, stating, “This man is 
performing many signs” (11:47). Finally, the Jews respond to Pilate’s 
attempt to release Jesus in 19:12 by claiming that if Pilate allows “this man 
to go,” he is no friend of Caesar; likewise, they beg Pilate not to write that 
Jesus is the King of the Jews, but that “this man claimed to be the King of 
the Jews (19:21).256
It is also possible that this can be observed in 9:2 where Jesus’ disciples 
ask who sinned causing a man to be blind: “Who sinned causing this man to 
be born blind?” Perhaps detecting their disdain, Jesus responds in 9:3 by 
stating that it was neither “this man nor his parents” that sinned. While it 
would be unlikely that Jesus would speak of this man with any scorn, it is
256 There are other examples of others referring to Jesus as “this man” (cf. 1:2, 1:7, 
1:15, 4:42, 7:31, 7:35, 7:40, 7:46, 9:33, 10:41, 18:29, etc.); however, these 
examples do not appear to bear the same level of scorn as those from the 
religious ruling parties, presented above.
possible to infer that Jesus’ response to his disciples’ improper assumptions 
is laced with a sense of rebuke as he emphasizes that it was not “this man.” 
Similarly, there may be a level of scorn in 9:8, when the blind man’s 
neighbors question if he is really “this man” who used to sit and beg.
Likewise in the Pericope Adulterae, one finds this same disapproval 
voiced when the scribes and Pharisees refer to the woman as “this woman.” 
She is neither given a name nor any opportunity to speak (O’Day, 1992:630; 
Holmes and Winfeld, 2003:146), but rather paraded in front of Jesus and 
referred to as aUth h yunh (8:4). This is admittedly not an over-whelmingly 
powerful argument, but it does bear some resemblance with the other 
Johannine examples mentioned. In comparison, this same scornful remark 
is used in reference to Jesus only a handful of times in the Synoptics (cf. 
Matthew 13:54, 13:56, Mark 6:2, Mark 14:71, Luke 7:39, 15:2, 23:2, and 
23:18); however, as demonstrated above, this pattern is much more common 
in the Gospel of John. John 8:4 may provide the lone (if the assumptions 
about the blind man in chapter 9 are incorrect) or one of the only (if these 
assumptions are correct) examples of another person being referred to with 
the same disapproval and scorn. In either case, there is possible Johannine 
stylistic similarity.
1 1 .4  Iro n y
Perhaps less subtle but still difficult to detect at times, is that of 
Johannine irony. The Fourth Gospel is often noted for the ironic twists 
which the Evangelist has woven throughout the text.257 Culpepper 
(1983:165) labels the “silent communication” between the Evangelist and 
the reader as one of “the most intriguing ironies in the Gospel.” Dodd 
(1953b:357) and Meeks (1976:59) both call the Fourth Evangelist a 
“master” at irony. While some suggest that in most instances Johannine 
irony is always straightforward and/or explicit (Duke, 1985:117-118; 
McRae, 1993:103-114), others claim that at times the irony is less obvious 
(Culpepper and Black, 1996:193-207; Thatcher, 1999:54). Regardless of 
how this irony is detailed, there is much consensus about irony being a 
major Johannine feature.
Examples of irony include Caiaphas’ prophecy in 11:49-52, for he 
unknowingly prophecies that Jesus should die on behalf of the people. 
Caiaphas states that Jesus should be killed to suppress a potential uproar in
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257 Cf. Dodd, 1953b:357; Meeks, 1976:59; Culpepper, 1983:165; Duke, 1985; 
MacRae, 1993:103-144; Burridge, 1994:144, 159; Culpepper and Black, 
1996:193-207; Thatcher, 1999:54; Johnson, 1999:532; Scott, 2000:60; Brown, 
2003:290; van der Watt, 2007:108.
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order that the Jews might be spared from further Roman oppression; the 
irony is that he does not realize that dying on behalf of the people has been 
Jesus’ plan from the beginning. This, of course, was not to stop a potential 
uproar, but to die on behalf of sins of all the children of God, whether Jews 
or Romans. The narrator informs the reader of this bit of irony by telling us 
that Caiaphas did not “say this on his own,” but prophesied as high priest 
(11:51). Another example is that of Judas Iscariot having his feet washed by 
Jesus in chapter 13. While readers know that Judas Iscariot is the one who 
will betray Jesus (6:71, 12:4, and 13:2), Judas is treated like the other eleven 
apostles; Jesus washes his feet along with the others as he serves them 
foreshadowing the greater act of service that would be demonstrated on the 
cross (Barrett, 1978:436; Bruce, 1983:283; Koester, 2008:111). Perhaps 
even more ironic is the fact that the eleven apostles do not recognize what is 
happening even though immediately following the foot-washing, Jesus 
informs them that the one to whom he dips the bread and gives it will betray 
him (13:26). Jesus then dips the bread, gives it to Judas, and sends him out 
to do what he must do, yet none of the apostles understands what was 
happening. It is ironic that Jesus publicly sends out the one who will lead to 
his death in the midst of his disciples, yet no one but Jesus and Judas 
understands this, in spite of the fact that Jesus is detailing everything. There 
is likewise irony in the fact that the man who had been born blind is given 
sight, not just physical sight but also spiritual sight to see Jesus, while the 
Pharisees and the other ruling religious bodies who responsible for 
illuminating spiritually fail to see who Jesus really is (chapter 9). The 
Pharisees ask in 9:40, “Are we blind too?,” not realizing their situation. In 
the end, a common and disabled citizen who likely had no hope for a future 
is given new hope in Jesus, while those who were more certain of their 
future fail to recognize their opportunity for a similar hope given to the blind 
man. It is facts like this that leads Dodd (1953b:357) to call chapter 9 one 
that is “rich in tragic irony.”
What may be the most appropriate example is right on the heels of the 
Pericope Adulterae: the claim that none of the rulers or Pharisees has 
believed in Jesus in 7:48. The reader once again, knows that Nicodemus has 
believed (chapter 3); it is also likely that Joseph of Arimathea has believed 
as well, though one is not told this fact until later in 19:38ff. Nevertheless, 
there is one ruler, probably two, and possibly more who has in fact believed 
in Jesus. The Pharisees miss this ironically, in spite of Nicodemus’ attempts 
to provide a fair hearing for Jesus in 7:50-51.
Other examples of ironic traits include that of misunderstanding and false 
assumption (Duke, 1985:54-57, 70-73; Burridge, 1994:141, 144). Examples 
of the former include the disciples’ misunderstanding about Jesus’ claim 
that he will be seen “a little while” (16:16) and the disciples’ claim that
Jesus is finally “speaking plainly” (16:29-30). Examples of the latter include 
Philip’s derogatory statement about Nazareth (1:46), the Samaritan woman’s 
question about Jesus being greater than Jacob (4:12), and the Jews 
misunderstanding of Jesus’ role compared to Abraham (8:53, 57). In 
addition to this, irony is often sustained for longer narratives. Duke 
(1985:54-57, 70-73) suggests chapter 9 and Jesus’ trial (18:28-19:16, 19-22) 
as two examples of this.
These are just a few examples that demonstrate that irony is active 
literary trait of the Gospel of John. Contra Aichele (2004:359), irony is 
active trait in the Pericope Adulterae as well, especially when read in the 
context of the Tabernacles Discourse (Schneider, 1997:5-6). O’Day and 
Hylen (1989:89) note that the request of the scribes and Pharisees is “tinged 
with irony.” These opponents of Jesus seek to condemn the woman for 
adultery, but a few verses later in 8:38ff they themselves come under 
suspicion and innuendo when Jesus begins to question their family ties. In 
8:4, the woman is accused of moiceUw ; in 8:41 the Jews claim to be free of 
popneia, in contrast to their belief that Jesus was born in popneia. Ironically, 
they miss the point that they are indeed illegitimate children, for they can no 
longer be considered sons of God; Jesus labels them sons of “the devil” 
(8:44). Though the terms used in 8:4 and 8:41 are different there are strong 
linguistic connections in the LXX between the moiceUw and popneia (cf. 
Sirach 23:23 and Jeremiah 3:9, 13:27, and Hosea 2:4), and there is likely a 
connection between the two in chapter 8 (Brooke, 1988:107). Similarly, 
Gregory (1907:515) suggests that one can “hear the scathing irony” in Jesus’ 
question to the woman in 8:10. This “jury” seems to have had a sure case, 
for this woman was caught “in the act,” yet they all disappear. Most vividly, 
the tables are turned on the scribes and Pharisees during the events of John 
7:53-8:11. While they had used a mock trial in hopes of finding ground to 
accuse Jesus and ultimately bring him to trial, it is the accusers themselves 
who are placed in position of defending their crimes/sins. In addition to 
this, the scribes and Pharisees demonstrate a level of misunderstanding, if 
not false assumptions, by assuming that they have Jesus trapped when he 
fails to answer them in 8:6ff.
Even the setting of the pericope is ironic; the Temple grounds further 
highlights the accusers’ hypocrisy and misunderstanding of the Law 
(Kreitzer, 2000:168). Each morning the priests would go to the Eastern 
Wall of the Temple just before dawn and face the Mount of Olives; their 
backs would be to the sun in a symbolic gesture of rejection of their 
previous sins of sun worship (Mullins, 2003:208). As the scribes and 
Pharisees ultimately reject Jesus, they are rejecting true worship of God and 
reverting back to their old ways. It is likewise ironic that they face the 
Mount of Olives where Jesus spends the night, yet they miss Jesus himself.
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Further, if a connection with Isaiah 9:1-2 is intended, irony is provided in 
connection with the statement that “no prophet rises from Galilee” (7:51), 
for Isaiah 9:1-2 speaks of such a prophet (Hodges, 1980:43). Each of these 
ironic twists provides the Pericope Adulterae with much that could be 
considered to be Johannine irony.
1 1 .5  M isu n d e rs ta n d in g
Some misunderstanding is not quite as ironic, but nevertheless present. 
Some, such as Alan Culpepper (1983:152-165), J.H. Bernard (1976:1:cxi- 
cxii), and Raymond Brown (2003:288-290), have noted the repeated 
misunderstanding of Jesus by those with whom he interacts as a common 
Johannine feature. Colwell and Titus (1953:43) call those who 
misunderstand Jesus “stupid characters.” While this may be an extreme 
opinion, in general Jesus does make statements that are ambiguous, 
metaphorical, or have double-meanings, leading to misunderstanding until 
further explanation is offered (Brown, 2003:152).258 Whether it is in 
reference to serving the best wine first in 2:1-10 or the teaching about his 
resurrection in this same chapter (2:19-21), Jesus’ statements and actions are 
frequently misunderstood. The heaviest collection of misunderstanding lies 
within the Tabernacles Discourse of chapters 7 and 8. Frequently, the Jews 
misunderstand where Jesus is going (cf. 8:21-22), his statements regarding 
the Jews’ spiritual situation (cf. 8:38ff), and statements relating to his deity 
(cf. 8:56-58).
While it cannot be claimed that the situation in John 7:53-8:11 provides 
an identical match to Culpepper’s suggestion of misunderstanding based on 
what Jesus says, it can be observed that there is a level of misunderstanding 
with Jesus’ actions. In John 8:6, Jesus bends down and writes on the 
ground. The scribes and Pharisees continue questioning him, demanding a 
response. There is nothing implicitly stated that indicates that these 
opponents misunderstand what is happening, but when the events that 
follow are observed it can be seen that they clearly do. They continue to 
push Jesus for an answer until he stands and says, “Let him who is without 
sin be first to cast a stone at her” in 8:7. This is obviously not what the 
scribes and Pharisees want, because they are forced to slip away. Perhaps 
Jesus’ subtle warning in 8:6 should have been observed and followed, 
before he had to resort to such a statement in 8:7. This would especially be 
the case if Jesus’ actions are meant to be a demonstration of God’s writing
258 Examples of such misunderstanding include 2:1-10, 2:19-21, 3:3-5, 4:10-15, 
4:31-34, 6:32-35, 6:51-53, 7:33-36, 8:21-22, 8:31-35, 8:38-41, 8:56-58, 11:11­
15, 11:23-25, 12:32-34, 13:36-38, 14:4-6, 14:7-9, and 16:16-19.
of the Law/Jesus’ claim to be the Lawgiver (see sections 2.3 and 3.3 in 
Chapter 4). In presenting himself as the Lawgiver (the Judge), he is in fact 
reminding the woman’s accusers that they must be willing to be judged by 
this same Law if indeed they want to carry it out in the woman’s case. Of 
course, this example is not very explicit, but it does nevertheless provide a 
suitable connection with the other examples of misunderstanding presented 
in the Gospel of John and the Tabernacles Discourse more specifically.
1 1 .6  S p ec if ic ity  o f  D e ta ils
In addition to this, the Gospel of John often displays what Fortna 
(1988:2) calls “a matter-of-fact physicality” in spite of the fact that it is 
often considered to be a “spiritual gospel” (cf. Eusebius in History 6:14, 1, 
5, and 6). R.H. Lightfoot (1983:30-31) likewise claims that the Fourth 
Evangelist is “most concerned with history.” While all the Synoptic Gospels 
may supply details at various points, it should not be overlooked that the 
Gospel of John does so as well. Though much of the discourse is spiritual 
and full of high Christology, the Johannine narratives are surprisingly full of 
specific details (Brown, 2003:200). Du Rand (1991:56-61) observes that the 
Fourth Evangelist frequently offers explanations and identifies the locations 
of certain events. For example, specific times are often mentioned (cf. 1:39, 
4:6, 52, 19:14), and additional eyewitness details are added. Examples of 
the latter include the amount of water that the stone jars in 2:6 held, the 
number of the colonnades in 5:2, and the number of the fish caught in 21:11. 
Richard Burridge (1994:151) further notes that the Gospel contains a 
personal dimension, especially that of “real dialogue with individuals;” 
Burridge even includes the Pericope Adulterae in his list of examples of this 
trait, along with such examples as that of Nathaniel (1:45-51), the Samaritan 
woman (4:7-26), and the blind man (9:35-38).
This is exactly what one finds in the Pericope Adulterae. Specific 
details, such as the time of day (8:2), Jesus’ “sitting down” (8:2), Jesus’ 
writing “with his finger” (8:6), and the statement that the “older/more 
senior” men left first (8:9) are all included. The Pericope Adulterae is very 
much in keeping with this style. It could be argued the pericope is not full 
of detail because of the fact that it does not include the name of the woman 
or the content of what Jesus wrote, yet this does not diminish the fact that 
many other details are included. Similar stories like that of Samaritan 
woman and the royal official in chapter 4, the paralytic in chapter 5, and the 
blind man in chapter 9 fail to mention names, yet each is specific in its 
details, especially in the personal dialogue. In regards to Jesus’ writing, it 
has been observed that the action is being highlighted rather than the content
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of it.259 Though not every detail is mentioned, the Pericope Adulterae does 
include many details that are in keeping with additional examples in the 
Fourth Gospel.
1 1 .7  R ep e titio n , P a ra p h ra se , &  E x p a n s io n
Another observable Johannine trait is that of frequent self-paraphrasing/ 
expansion of ideas with a variance of terms (Abbot, 1968a:103ff; Brown, 
2003:290-292). Zumstein (2009:435-452) offers the most recent work on 
this subject. Synonymous verbs are used interchangeably in passages and 
parallel chapters restate similar themes with ever-so-slight variations; all the 
while, the Gospel “unfolds theological material” in a repetitive way which 
has been called the Johannine “spiral of thought” (van der Watt, 2007:28). 
Du Rand (1997) labels it a “literary symphony.” Examples of such can be 
seen where filew  and OyapOw are used to covey the same meaning as the 
“Father loves the Son” in 3:35 and 5:20, in referencing to “loving/hating 
life” in 12:25-43, and in Jesus’ conversation with Peter in 21:15-17. 
Similarly, “seeing/beholding” bounces back and forth between op0w, iöou, 
and Gewpew in chapters 3 and 4. The additional terms Onaßlepw and ßlepw 
are used in chapter 9 for the same meaning. Similarly, op0w and iôoU are 
both found in chapter 12.260
Further, the Gospel restates themes and expands on theological concepts. 
For example, 1:12-13 tells us that those who become the children of God are 
“born of God” (ek GeoU eyennhGhoan). This is idea of being born of God is 
further detailed in Jesus’ conversation with Nicodemus in chapter 3 where 
Jesus explains that a person must be “born from above” (3:3 and 7, yennr|Gh 
OnwGen) and “born of water and the Spirit” (3:5, yennr|Gh eX Uôatoç kai 
pneUmatoj). Another example is found in 2:25 where it is said that Jesus did 
not need the testimony of man, “for he knew what was in a man.” The 
testimony of man is further elaborated in chapter 5 where Jesus discusses 
testimony. He states that he does not accept testimony from man (5:34), and 
that though John the Baptist testifies on his behalf, he in fact has a greater 
testimony than that of the man John’s testimony (5:35-37). “Knowing what 
was in a man” is expanded upon in a few places: 4:16-18 where Jesus knows 
that the Samaritan woman is in an adulterous relationship, 6:15 where Jesus 
knows that the people are hoping to make him king by force, 7:1 where
259 Cf. Ridderbos, 1997:289; Hodges, 1980:45; Baylis, 1989:180; Schneider, 
1999:4; Hugenberger, 2006.
260 For a full demonstration of Johannine synonyms see Abott’s Johannine 
Vocabulary (1968a:103ff).
Jesus knows that the Jews are looking to kill him, 13:18-19 where Jesus 
knows the Judas will betray him, and 13:36-38 where Jesus knows that Peter 
will deny him three times.
It is noteworthy, that this is likewise the case in John 7:53-8:11. Jesus 
appears to know that the scribes and Pharisees are trying to trap him and that 
they are guilty of sin. How else could he make a statement like “the one 
without sin be first to cast a stone at [the woman]” in 8:7? It seems unlikely 
that Jesus is toying with the woman’s life like the scribes and Pharisess are. 
In addition to this connection with the Pericope Adulterae, there is the 
variance of terms that has already been presented above in the above 
discussion regarding the vocabulary. There it was observed that John 7:53­
8:11 has two pair of verbs/katO-prefix verbs used to vary the narrative, 
kotokUptw/kUptw (8:6 and 8:8) and kateypafw/ypOfw (8:6 and 8:8). 
Likewise, there is the variance of the terms popeUomai (7:53, 8:1, and 8:11), 
papayinomai (8:2), and epcomai (8:2/with the prefix eX in 8:9) used to 
demonstrate the action of coming and going. In addition to this, there are 
also parallel chapters that have similar structures and themes that 
demonstrate this repetition and expansion, especially observed between 
chapters 5- 8 (see section 12.0 below).261
1 1 .8  R a p id  D eb a te
Rapid exchange in debate is another possible Johannine trait. C.H. Dodd 
(1953b:346ff) has observed that chapters 7-8 demonstrate a rapid flow in the 
debates between Jesus and the Jews/the Pharisees, especially in the earlier 
portions of the debate. Toward the end, interventions/interruptions become 
fewer and more concise, but the Jews/Pharisees are still allowed to develop 
their objections at some length. While this appears to be unusual in the rest 
of Fourth Gospel (cf. in chapters 2, 5, 6, and 10 Jesus interacts with the 
Jews/Pharisees, speaking freely) and scarcely paralleled in the Synoptic 
Gospels, Jesus is hardly allowed to speak for any length without being 
interrupted with questions or objections in John 7 and 8 (cf. 7:15-20, 21-27, 
8:12-13, 14-19, 21-22, 23-25, 31-33, 34-39, 39-41, 41-48, 49-53, 54-57). At 
some points Jesus’ opponents dominate the conversation and question him 
among themselves while Jesus remains silent (cf. 7:25-27, 31-32, 35-36, 40­
42, 8:22). Schnackenburg (1982:172) further suggests that Johannine 
debates regularly present Jesus as being in control of the situation, often 
entangling his opponents in difficulties.
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261 Dodd, 1953b:289; Brown, 1966-1970:307, 1988:24ff; Meeks, 1967:42-44; von 
Wahlde, 1981:385-404; Culpepper, 1998:166ff; Johnson, 1999:533-534; 
Burridge, 1994:137; Carson, 2000:103; Martyn, 2003:68-74.
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The Pericope Adulterae follows suit in all respects. The exchange is 
rapid, Jesus’ accusers clearly speak more than Jesus does at times, and the 
interruptions decrease (or stop) altogether in the end. Jesus certainly 
appears to be in control of the situation from start to finish, and by using a 
clever technique he dismisses his opponents in 8:7. This is admittedly not a 
very forceful argument for Johannine style, but combined with the above 
examples it does further build upon the argument that John 7:53-8:11 
demonstrates Johannine style (at least in regard to the Johannine style of the 
immediate context).262
1 1 .9  S eek in g /S p ea k in g
Finally, Cory (1997:100-101) has suggested that a “seeking and not 
finding” motif runs throughout the Gospel of John (cf. 3:1-21, 5:1-13, 18:3­
8, 19:4-6, 21:4-6), and the Tabernacles Discourse (cf. 7:34, 35, 36, 52) more 
specifically. An argument could be made that the scribes are seeking to find 
reason to accuse Jesus in (8:6, ina ’ecwoin kathyopein aUtoU) without 
success as Jesus turns the tables on the accusers fits this pattern. This 
“seeking and not finding” may be another subtle Johannine trait.
Against this, Neyrey (2006:152) suggests that the Jesus presented in John 
7:53-8:11 is much different the typical Johannine Jesus for two reasons: 1) 
unlike Jesus in the rest of the Fourth Gospel, Jesus does not speak and 2) 
Jesus stands and faces the woman in this exchange. However, Neyrey’s
262 One further point worth considering in regards to the rapid debate of John 7:53­
8:11 is the observation that virtually all of the Johannine discourses are all 
provided in a single day. For example, Jesus’ discourse with Nicodemus in 3:1­
21, the Bread of Life discourse in chapter 6, and the discourse at the Feast of 
Dedication in chapter 10 all appear to be single days. Additionally, each of 
these days is presented in a fairly succinct manner. If one assumes that the 
Pericope Adulterae does not belong in the middle of the Tabernacles Discourse, 
providing for a break between days seven and eight of the Feast, connection 
between the events of 7:37ff and 8:12ff is likely required. This would then 
create what would appear to be the single longest recorded day in the entire 
New Testament. This is not impossible to reconcile, but it is admittedly odd for 
the Fourth Gospel. By including John 7:53-8:11, the Tabernacles Discourse is 
broken up into multiple days with multiple discourses, which in more in 
keeping with the Gospel. This is obviously not required, for the Fourth 
Evangelist could have intended to include a long day in this instance, but it is 
admittedly odd. The addition of the Pericope Adulterae may arguably provide a 
better connection.
argument is not as forceful as one might think. In response to his first 
objection one can simply note other examples where Jesus is equally 
unvocal (cf. 2:1-11 and chapter 11), especially instances during his trial 
where there is an attempt to bring charges against him (chapters 18 and 19). 
In regards to Neyrey’s second objection, it is difficult to know whether 
Neyrey is objecting by noting that Jesus does not normally stand to address 
people or whether he is objecting to Jesus’ interaction with a woman. If it is 
the former, one must acknowledge that there are few examples of Jesus 
standing up from a sitting position to speak to no individual, but there are 
examples of Jesus standing and speaking to groups, such as 7:37-38, 20:19, 
and 21:4-5. If the objection is the latter, one can note the instances where 
Jesus speaks with his mother in 2:1-4, the Samaritan woman in 4:1-26, Mary 
and Martha in 11:17-34, his mother once again while on the cross in 19:25­
27, and with Mary after the resurrection in 20:14-17. Thus, it can be 
demonstrated that Neyrey’s objection is not very forceful, but it also should 
be acknowledged that Cory’s observation is not all that powerful either. 
Still, this example along with the numerous others presented in this section, 
details repeated examples of Johannine style, further adding to arguments 
for the inclusion of the pericope in the Gospel of John.
1 2 .0  I n t e r c o n n e c t e d n e s s
1 2 .1  C h a p ters  5  a n d  7
As mentioned above in section 11.7, there may also be some interrelated 
chapters that can be observed in the Gospel of John, specifically in Book of 
Signs,” chapters 1-12. Though some interconnectedness has been observed 
by various scholars (cf. Brown,1966-1970:307; von Wahlde, 1981:385-404; 
Martyn, 2003:68-74), Wayne Meeks (1967:42-44) and Alan Culpepper 
(1998:166ff) appear to be most vocal regarding the links that exist between 
chapters 5 and 7, while Rudolph Schnackenburg (1982:171ff) is most vocal 
in regards to chapters 7 and 8 (excluding the verses of the Pericope 
Adulterae, of course). Due to the fact these four chapters relate most closely 
to John 7:53-8:11 and that they have the most extensive observable 
connections that have been suggested, the present discussion will focus on 
these chapters instead of the Gospel as a whole, beginning with Culpepper’s 
assessment of chapters 5 and 7, followed by Schnackenburg’s work. Once 
these observations have been discussed, attention will turn towards the 
possibility of additional connections between chapter 6 and John 7:53-8:11.
Before considering these connections, it should be noted that not 
everyone is convinced by such theories. Instead, some argue that the 
various dislocations can account for these similarities (cf. Quimby, 1947:26­
30; Bultmann, 1971; Fortna, 1988), claiming that various sections of the 
Gospel have been rearranged by a later redactor or even by accidental
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misplacements (see sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2 in Chapter 2 for a discussion of 
such theories). Yet, as will be demonstrated in the following chapter (see 
section 7.0), such complicated Source Theories do not provide satisfactory 
explanations for all of these similarities. Further, no such theory has ben 
proven. While such Source Theories remain possibilities, none seems to be 
the most probable explanation of the current form of the Fourth Gospel. 
Instead, work like that of Culpepper and Schnackenburg appears to provide 
substantial evidence that certain chapters were thoughtfully crafted together, 
perhaps by the same person or persons who wrote the entire Fourth Gospel. 
Beginning with Culpepper’s (1998:166-170) observations of the connections 
between two particular sections, 5:1-47 and 7:15-24, is demonstrated in 
Diagram 4.0 below:
Diagram 4.0
5:47 Letters/what is written (ypOmmata) 7:15
5:31 Speaking on his own behalf 7:17
5:44 Seeking the glory of God 7:18
5:45-47 Moses gave the Law 7:19-25
5:18 seeking to kill Jesus 7:19-20
5:1-18 healing of the man at pool/'one work' 7:21
5:1-18 “I healed a whole man's body on the Sabbath” 7:23
5:9 The Sabbath 7:23
In the first example, comparison is found between understanding 
“writings” or “scripture” (ypOmmata) in 5:47 and 7:15. In the former usage, 
the Jews wonder and ask how Jesus could know so much since he is not 
learned in “the writings” (ypOmmooin pw<; oUtoj ypOmmata oiôen mh 
memaGhkwj). In the latter, Jesus asks how can the Jews believe his words, if 
they have not first believed what “the writings” (ei ôe to ij ekeinou 
ypOmmooin oU pioteUete, pw<; to ij emoij phmaoin pioteUoete). Both groups 
demonstrate a belief that an understanding of the Old Testament is necessary 
for life. Similarly between 5:31 and 7:17, one can observe the connection 
between testifying/speaking on behalf of oneself. The verbs vary between 
the two verses (maptupew in 5:31 and lalew  in 7:17), but as observed above, 
the Evangelist appears to vary his terms often, and thus the idea remains the
same. Jesus is not simply relying on his own testimony. In 5:32, he speaks 
of “another” (Olloj) who testifies on his behalf, referring to the Holy Spirit; 
in 7:17, Jesus claims that is also the Father who validates his testimony. In 
other words, he speaks of a corroborating testimony/witness (maptupia). 
Further interconnectedness is visible between references to seeking the glory 
of God (thn ôoXan) in 5:44 and 7:18, referred to as the glory of “the one who 
sent [Jesus]” (o Zhtwn thn ôoXan toU pemfantoj aUton) in this latter 
occurrence. Context indicates that this “one who sends Jesus” is God, the 
Father. Similarly, Moses giving the Law in 5:45-47 and 7:19-25 provides an 
additional connection, along with the idea of “one deed” (en ’epyon) sparking 
controversy in 5:1-18ff and 7:19-25. This is simply stated in 7:21, but 
demonstrated in the healing of the paralytic in 5:1-18ff. Finally, this healing 
of a man’s body accomplished in 5:1-18ff and referred to in 7:23 are 
highlighted as work on the Sabbath in both chapters (5:9 and 7:23).
Whether one section was used as a template for another or whether 
similar themes were simply carried through for literary or theological 
purposes is uncertain, but thematic links are present showing similar 
authorship/composition. These links do not always follow a chronological 
order through the passages. Occasionally, one is forced to jump back a few 
verses to find the next link, but it cannot be denied that there are links 
present when these narrative sections are read as a whole. Additional 
connections that could be added to this discussion which are not listed by 
Culpepper include reference to Jesus’ “going up” (Oneßh) to Jerusalem for a 
Feast of the Jews/Tabernacles in both 5:1 and 7:10 and confusion over who 
Jesus is between the paralytic in 5:12-13 and the crowd in 7:11-12.
1 2 .2  C h a p ters  7  a n d  8
Likewise, Schnackenburg (1982:171ff) has observed a parallel structure 
and common themes between chapters 7 and 8, though his observations are 
not as methodical; because these two chapters comprise a single discourse, 
“the Tabernacles Discourse,” they are perhaps not as enticing as 
Culpepper’s either. Similarly, Schnackenburg does not provide this 
information in the same convenient format of a table as Culpepper has done. 
Nevertheless, his findings are demonstrable, and they have been summarized 
in Diagram 5.0 below:
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Diagram 5.0
7:14,28 Jesus teaches in the Temple 8:20
7:24 Warning about judging by externals 8:15a
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Jesus judges no one 8:15b
7:19,23,51 Authority of the Law is invoked 8:17
7:47 Pharisees presented as Jesus’ opponents 8:13
The first example is reference to teaching in the Temple (eij to iepon 
eôiôaoken in 7:14, en tw iepw ôiôàokwn in 7:28, and ôiôàokwn en tw iepw 
in 8:20). In both instances, the setting for Jesus’ interaction with the Jews is 
the Temple, specifically the Temple Courts. Next, Schnackenburg points 
out the warnings about judging by external appearances in 7:24 and 
8:15a;263 the former example warns mh kpinete kat’ o fin  and the latter, 
Umeij kotO thn oOpko kpinete. While the terms vary, external judgment is 
similarly referenced. Jesus further indicates that he “judges no one” in 
8:15b. It is unclear if Schnackenburg meant to suggest that this corresponds 
to Jesus’ statement about making right/proper judgment in 7:24b (hn 
ôikoian kpioin kpinete), but a case could be made for this. Finally, in the 
latter two connections, the authority of the Law (nomoj) is invoked (7:19, 23, 
and 51 compared with 8:17) and the Pharisees mark themselves out as Jesus’ 
enemies/opponents (7:47 compared with 8:13). In this latter connection, the 
Pharisees do so by making statements about the Temple guards being 
deceived by Jesus (mh kai Umeij peplOnhoGe) and by criticizing Jesus as a 
liar (h maptupia oou oUk eotin OlhGhj). Clearly, there are similar themes 
and perhaps a parallel structure that suggest possible thoughtful connection 
between these two chapters of the Tabernacles Discourse. Arguably this 
could be seen as evidence of a single author(s).
1 2 .3  C h a p te r  6  a n d  7 :5 3 -8 :1 1
The real question now becomes, does one find a comparable structure 
when chapters 6 and 7:53-8:11 are compared? The answer seems to be yes. 
Similar to Culpepper’s findings in chapters 5 and 7, these links are not 
always in a chronological order, but as will demonstrated below, less 
backtracking is required than in Culpepper’s observations. At the same
263 Schnackenburg is by no means alone in noting this connection. Numerous other 
scholars note this, and many suggest that this connection provides reason for why 
the Pericope Adulterae may have been inserted between chapters 7 and 8. Cf. 
Blass, 1898:162; Hoskyns, 1940:675; Schilling, 1955:96-97; Marsh, 1957:687; 
Bruce, 1980:413; Ferguson, 1982:280; Burge, 1984:144; Keck, 1996:629; 
Lincoln, 2005:528.
time, some of the connections between chapter 6 and 7:53-8:11 may not be 
quite as pronounced as that which precedes. Thus it could be seen as 
speculative, yet the more numerous amounts of connections may nullify this 
claim. The following table, Diagram 6.0, illustrates the links between these 
two sections, John 6:14-47 and 7:52-8:11, which will be further discussed 
below:
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Diagram 6.0
6:14 the Prophet to come 7:52
6:15 Jesus retires to a mountain alone 8:1
6:17 night/darkness 8:1
6:22-25 the following day the people stand 8:2
6:37,44 the people came to him 8:2
6:21,45 taught of God 8:2
6:25 Rabbi/teacher 8:4
6:30-32 Moses gave 8:5
6:30 "What will you do/say?" 8:5
6:36 Unbelief 8:6
6:21 earth/ground 8:6
6:41-2, 60-1 they murmured at/pressed him 8:7
6:66 Jesus ' words cause many to exit 8:9
6:39-40 raised up 8:10
6:40, 47 life 8:11
12.3.1 The Prophet to Come
This first connection includes 7:52, which is not part of the Pericope 
Adulterae per se, but because it does lead into the passage, it is considered
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in this discussion. 6:14 indicates that discussions are swirling among the 
Jewish people and leaders, presumably including Pharisees (and possibly the 
scribes), about the possible appearance of “the Prophet.” Ever since the 
words were penned in Exodus 18:15, the people of Israel had been looking 
for “a prophet like [Moses] from among [their] own brothers.” When the 
prophecies of the Book of Daniel were combined with this passage 
providing a timetable for the appearance of this Prophet, speculation grew 
even more; it is the very period of time in which Jesus lived that was 
foretold by these prophecies, giving rise to much expectation and 
speculation.264 It is presumably within this context of heightened first 
century Messianic expectations that the people in John 6:14 question 
whether or not Jesus is this “Prophet.” Similarly in 7:52, when the Jews’ 
questions about Jesus’ identity are circling around the room, Nicodemus 
appeals for a refrain from quick judgment. The Pharisees immediately 
respond that “a prophet does not come out of Galilee.” With no prior 
discussion of this subject, it appears that they clearly knew that there was 
great speculation about Jesus being a prophet, if not “the Prophet,” and that 
Nicodemus’ suggestion was offered out of the possibility that this might be 
true. Thus, in both chapter 6 and the end of chapter 7, Messianic 
expectations are attributed to Jesus, providing the first link.
12.3.2 Retiring to the Mountain
The next connection is found in the pericope proper, that of Jesus retiring 
to a mountain alone. In the first case of 6:15, the text indicates that Jesus 
did so because he knew that the people “would come and make him king by 
force;” in order to avoid this situation, Jesus “withdraws again to the 
mountain alone” (Onecwprpen pOlin eij to opoj aUtoj monoj). In the latter 
case (8:1), Jesus retires to the Mount of Olives because he has no home. He 
leaves the city at the end of the Feast of Tabernacles, but having no place to 
call home, unlike the majority of others stated in 7:53, he spends the night 
outdoors. There is no discussion about whether or not the apostles went 
him; the text only indicates that Jesus went to the Mount of Olives, a place 
that is often described as a resting spot of Jesus in the Synoptic Gospels 
(Matthew 21:1, 24:3, 26:30, Mark 11:1, 13:3, 14:26, Luke 21:37, and 
22:39)(Hoskyns, 1940:678; O’Day 1995:628; Moloney, 1998b:260). This is
264 Prophecies in Daniel 2,7, and 9 foretold that the Anointed One, the Messiah, 
would come during the reign of the Roman Empire but before the destruction of 
the Temple. The Jews of the first century had a very heightened expectation for 
the Messiah, while many were coming claiming to be the Messiah (Ferguson, 
1973:114; Moloney, 1998b:52).
likely done to indicate the isolation of Jesus from the rest of the people, 
especially in light of the context of Tabernacles. The Feast has concluded 
and everyone returns to his/her home, but Jesus has no home. It is also 
possible that this is connected with the earlier account where Jesus retires 
alone in chapter 6. Growing speculation about Jesus’ being “the Prophet” 
(7:40) and/or “the Christ” (7:26-27, 31, 41) could have led to further 
attempts to make him king. This is uncertain and the reasons for Jesus’ stay 
on the mountain in solitude may be slightly different, but the connection can 
still be seen: after a busy day of teaching, facing the questions of the people, 
and heightened expectations about his identity/role, Jesus withdraws from 
the public eye seeking shelter.
12.3.3 Night
The third link is the reference to night/darkness. This is admittedly not 
an overwhelmingly-powerful observation because explicit reference to 
“night” in not indicated in either text, but it is a link nonetheless because 
“night” is implied in each. John 6:16 states that “evening came” (oyia 
eyeneto), and 6:17 further adds it was “dark” (okotia). While neither of 
these terms, nor nUX, is used in the Pericope Adulterae, the text does state 
that Jesus went to the Temple at “dawn” (opGpoj) in 8:2. This is following 
mention of the fact that the people had gone to their own homes and that 
Jesus had gone to the Mount of Olives the previous day, indicating that 
night had passed. Both passages reference night without using the term nUX, 
and both do so in subtle fashion.
12.3.4 Standing the Following Day
The events immediately following provide the next textual link; the 
following day, the people “stand” and seek out Jesus. In 6:22-25, the people 
realize that Jesus has left them behind, and they are standing on the shore, or 
literally “standing beyond the sea” (eothkwj pepan th j GalOoohj). In 6:24, 
they go after Jesus, seeking to hear (and/or eat) more. In the Pericope 
Adulterae, the people seek out Jesus in the Temple in order to hear more, 
and they stand to listen to him while he teaches (8:2). While one does not 
find direct reference to “standing,” it is clearly implied, for Jesus sits in the 
position of a rabbi to teach while the people gather around him standing in 
traditional fashion to hear what he has to say.265
This seeking out of Jesus for further teaching is also paralleled in each of 
the passages. In chapter 6, Jesus gives his famous “Bread of Life” discourse
252
265 Westcott, 1980:126; Hodges, 1980:43; Köstenberger, 1998:100; Schnackenburg, 
1998:100.
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(6:1-15) where he claims to be superior to the one who provided the manna 
in the Wilderness, Moses. Jesus goes beyond simply giving the manna, 
claiming to be the true manna itself and the true Giver of manna, God 
himself. Because of this, the people come to Jesus to hear more of this 
teaching (and perhaps to eat again as Jesus comments in 6:26). The 
significance is that Jesus’ claims to fulfill Old Testament imagery, 
particularly that of the Wilderness period (see sections 2.1 and 2.3 in 
Chapter 4), causes the people to seek him out to hear more. Likewise in the 
Tabernacles Discourse, Jesus claims to fulfill much of imagery associated 
with the Feast, most notably the living water (7:37-38), but also the giving 
of the Law. If the Pericope Adulterae is in its proper location and 
chronological sequence, then the people are found coming to Jesus for more 
teaching on the day following significant claims of prophetic fulfillment. It 
is possible that they are standing by in expectation hoping to satisfy their 
spiritual thirsts, similar to how they stood by in expectation of having their 
spiritual hunger satisfied in chapter 6.
12.3.5 Teaching o f God
Another link, though not admittedly a very strong one, is reference to 
“teaching of God.” In John 6:45, Jesus quotes the Prophets (Isaiah 54:13) 
stating that “they will be taught by God;” then, he adds where (or to whom) 
these people go when they have been taught of God: they will come to Jesus 
and willingly receive him. A possible example of this was demonstrated 
earlier when Jesus’ disciples “willingly” (Gelw) receive Jesus into their boat 
in verse 21 after learning that he is mysterious figure walking on the lake 
(6:20). They are some of those who have been taught by God, and who have 
come to Jesus. The connection with chapter 8 is subtle, but nevertheless 
apparent. The people have been taught in the preceding days and now 
willingly come to Jesus for more in 8:2. These are not Jesus’ opponents 
who would come to interrogate Jesus in later verses, but the lao j who come 
to him openly, willingly receiving him into the position of a teaching rabbi. 
This demonstrates a willingness to come to Jesus and to be taught by, 
inspired by his earlier teaching found in both chapters.
12.3.6 Rabbi/Teacher
It can be further added that Jesus is addressed as “rabbi/teacher” in both 
chapters. AiôOokaloj is virtually synonymous with paßßi in the Fourth 
Gospel, as demonstrated by the work of Köstenberger (1998:97-128)(see 
discussion in section 10.1 above). Contrary to Carson’s (2003:334) dispute 
of this, most seem scholars seem to agree with Köstenberger. For example, 
many lexicons such as that of Louw and Nida (1988), the Friberg Lexicon
(2000), and the United Bible Societies Lexicon (2008), as well as several
commentators such as Bruce (1979:414) and van der Watt (2007:49-50) note 
this connection. This majority opinion is likely due to the fact that the 
Gospel of John itself appears to validate such as claim, explaining that paßßi 
means ôiôOokaloj in 1:38, as well as demonstrating that the Aramaic 
equivalent paßßouni likewise means ôiôOokaloj in 20:16. It is with this in 
mind that link between 6:25 where Jesus is addressed as “rabbi” in 6:25 and 
8:4 where he is addressed as “teacher” is suggested.
12.3.7 Moses
Next is reference to Moses and what he gives. In 6:30-31, it is suggested 
that Moses gave manna to the Israelite forefathers. The name MwUohj is 
not used by the Jews in these verses, but Jesus confirms in 6:32 that the 
name Moses is implied when he corrects their misunderstanding of the 
situation. Jesus states that the manna was not given by Moses, but rather by 
God through Moses, God’s mediator. In 8:4, the scribes and Pharisees 
claim that MwUohj had given them instructions in the Law. Similar to John 
6, it can observed that it was not actually Moses who gave the Law, but 
God; Moses was again just the mediator and that which was given was given 
through him. In each case, Moses gives as the mediator of God, and in each 
case the Jews have mistaken Moses with the true giver, God himself.
12.3.8 What Will You Do/Say? & Unbelief
Jesus is also questioned and asked to defend himself in both of these 
chapters. In 6:30, Jesus is asked to perform a miraculous sign to validate his 
claims: “What will you do?” In 8:5, Jesus is asked to give his opinion in 
regards to the legal situation that is unfolding: “What do you say?” In both 
instances, Jesus is placed on the defensive, and in both instances the people 
refuse to believe. His opponents suggest that they know what the Law says 
(8:5) or what works God does (6:30-31); now they want to know what Jesus 
will do. In each case, the event that is unfolding is a test/trap rather than a 
legitimate attempt to seek validation from Jesus. This is confirmed by 
Jesus’ reference to unbelief in 6:36 and the narrator’s informing the reader 
of the trap in 8:6. These examples are connected in that unbelief leads to an 
interrogation of Jesus in both, where Jesus is pitted against God/the Law (or 
Jesus’ opponents’ misunderstanding of God/the Law).
12.3.9 Earth
The next link might be considered the weakest, but it still is worth 
mentioning; both chapters reference the ground or earth, yh. The context is 
clearly not the same, but there are explicit references to the land and similar 
terminology used in both accounts. In John 6:21, the boat in which Jesus 
and his disciples were sailing reaches the yh; in 8:6 and 8:9, Jesus writes on
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the yhj. Outside of its two appearances in the Pericope Adulterae, this term 
is only found nine times in the Gospel of John (3:22, 3:31, 6:21, 12:24, 
12:32, 17:4, 21:8, 21:9, and 21:11). In these appearances, the term yh 
carries a variety of meanings ranging from a region/countryside (3:22) to the 
planet earth itself (3:31 and 17:4) to the “land” (21:8, 21:9, and 21:11) 
(Brown, 1975:517-518). The use of this term in 6:21 is similar to this last 
example of usage where it means dry land in contrast to the water which was 
being sailed upon. There are additional examples where yh is used to 
reference the ground or dirt itself, such as 12:24 where Jesus describes a 
seed dying and falling to the earth (yh) and presumably 12:32 as well where 
Jesus claims that he will be lifted up from the earth. It is possible that Jesus 
is referring to the planet earth in 12:32, but in the close proximity of his 
statement in 12:24 it is more likely that he is referencing being lifted up 
from the ground after being buried like the seed (resurrection). Similar 
usage of the term yh can be found in 8:6; Jesus writes on the land/the earth/ 
the ground. Once again, this is not very forceful link, but the use of term yh 
in both passages does provide some similarities for comparison.
12.3.10 Grumbling/Murmuring, Then Departure
The next two links are related and therefore discussed together. In each 
of the encounters in chapters 6 and 8, the people continue to pressure Jesus 
for answers and ultimately leave due to their dissatisfaction. The first 
example of grumbling/murmuring against Jesus is found in 6:41-42 where 
the people are said to grumble (yoyyU(w) about Jesus’ claim to be “the bread 
that came down from heaven.” Jesus responds demanding that they stop 
“grumbling” (yoyyU(w) amongst themselves. The second example is found 
later in 6:60-61 when Jesus’ own disciples grumble (yoyyU(w) about his 
teaching. In response to this, Jesus expounds upon what he has been saying, 
ultimately turning away many of his disciples; these would discontinue 
following Jesus, no longer being able to remain with him because of their 
dissatisfaction with his teaching/actions (6:66).
The events of the Pericope Adulterae are very similar. After being 
questioned, Jesus stoops and writes on the ground as if he is not paying 
attention. The scribes and Pharisees begin to press him not willing to let him 
off the hook that easy. The term yoyyUfw is not used indicating that the 
scribes and Pharisees were grumbling, but their displeasure is obvious as 
they “persisted in asking [Jesus]” (epemenon epwtwntej aUton). Similar to 
the example in chapter 6, they end up getting more than they bargain for. 
Jesus stands and confronts them over their own sin, and being convicted, the 
accusers are forced to leave his presence no longer being able to endure the 
matter. The reasons for departure are slightly different in nature, but at the 
same time similar; in both scenarios, Jesus is pressed until he responds. In
each case when Jesus does respond, Jesus discloses more information that 
drives people away. Those who continue to press Jesus are forced to ask 
themselves if they want to remain with Jesus and face the necessary 
consequences, enduring the hard teaching in chapter 6 and carrying out the 
Law in chapter 8.
12.3.11 Raising Up
Of the final two connections, one is more subtle, while the other is more 
overt. First one can observe the link between “raising up” found in 6:39-40 
and 8:10. In the former, Jesus states that those whom the Father has given 
him will be raised up (Oniothmi) at the last day. In the latter, it is Jesus 
himself who straightens/stands up (OnakUptw). It could be said that Jesus 
“raises himself up,” as the term allows (Friberg, Friberg, and Miller 2000; 
Louw and Nida, 1988). Though the terms are different, a connection is 
formed when it is emphasized that those who are raised up are only raised 
up because Jesus is raised up. His resurrection ensures the resurrection of 
all who come to him. Jesus raises himself up to give life to those whom the 
Father has given him in chapter 6, and similarly, he raises himself up to give 
the adulterous woman life in chapter 8, freeing her from what would have 
been a sure death-sentence. This connection is subtle and not as forceful as 
it could be provided that the same term was used, but given the regularity of 
verb variation in the Fourth Gospel (Grant, 1963:149-152), it is not entirely 
without warrant.
12.3.12 Life
This leads us to the last suggested connection, the theme of life. In at 
least two locations in chapter 6, verses 40 and 47, life (Çwh) is promised to 
those whom Jesus raises up. This is a promise of acquittal, for life is granted 
where death is expected. While no death sentence is handed down in chapter 
6, Jesus does make statements about receiving life in the context of eating 
manna in the desert. The Israelites who wandered in the Wilderness were 
certain to face death had God not miraculously provided manna; the 
Israelites even complained that they had been brought out into the desert to 
die (Exodus 16:3). Instead, bread from heaven is given and life is granted to 
those who partake. Similarly, Jesus claims to be the bread from heaven that 
gives life to those who partake. Death is certain unless one eats from God’s 
provision, Jesus’ body and blood. The connection with the Pericope 
Adulterae is that death has been sentenced for the woman, and it is only by 
Jesus’ “raising up” on behalf of the woman that life is granted. There is a 
stay of execution, and life is granted where death was certain. Whereas the 
scribes and Pharisees are ready to carry out a stoning according the Law of 
Moses, Jesus gives new life.
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This link between chapter 6 and the Pericope Adulterae, along with all of 
those detailed above, some subtle and some more overt, provides a strong 
sense that whoever wrote John 7:53-8:11 was well-acquainted with chapter 
6, just as whoever penned chapters 5-7 appears to have been well aware of 
chapter 8. This likely provides further evidence that the Pericope Adulterae 
is Johannine in style. This begs the questions: is more probable that such 
connections are the results of an uncalculated insertion of a totally unrelated 
ancient tradition, the careful rewriting of the Gospel of John in its entirety to 
include the Pericope Adulterae (see sections 7.0 and 8.0 in Chapter 6), or 
that John 7:53-8:11 was part of the original manuscript to begin with? 
Further investigation is required to fully answer this.
1 3 .0  C h i a s m
Before moving on to a discussion of the external evidence, we will 
consider one final suggestion of the interconnectedness of chapters 6-8, that 
of a possible chiastic structure. This has been reserved for the end, for it is 
arguably the most subjective piece of evidence. It has been argued that the 
Gospel of John is written as one large A-B-C-A’-B’ chiasm that bifurcates 
into several smaller chiasms, with chapters 6-8 forming the “conceptual 
center” of the Gospel, highlighting Jesus as the new Moses.266 Others have 
argued for a simple chiastic structure of particular portions of the Gospel 
(cf. Burridge, 1994:140), including chapters 7 and 8 (cf. Staley, 2005:92­
97). According to the former theory, the Pericope Adulterae (in its 
traditonal position between chapter 7 and Jesus’ “light of the world” 
statement in 8:12) helps to form this center of the Gospel; chapters 7 and 8 
mirror chapter 6 in an A-B-A’ chiastic structure (cf. Goodier, 2008:7). This 
“core” of the Fourth Gospel is surrounded by the two healing miracles of 
illnesses/physical deformities, one of the lame man in chapter 5 and the 
other of the man born blind as detailed in chapters 9 and 10. These chapters 
are further enclosed by the healing of the officer’s son’s fever in chapter 4 
and the raising of Lazarus who had died in chapter 11.
It could be suggested that by removing the twelve verses of the Pericope 
Adulterae, this literary pattern would thus be broken. Though this theory 
has not been widely accepted, when one compares the similarities listed 
between these central chapters of 6-8 as detailed above, it becomes apparent 
that this theory might be substantiated. On the surface, it appears that 
Gospel of John is not a haphazard collection of stories and teachings that 
have been shuffled around and/or redacted into its current form, but rather
266 Cf. Ellis, 1984:101ff, 135ff; 0stenstad, 1998; Brown, 2003:287ff; Breck, 
2004:72-90; Gerhard, 2006; Goodier, 2008:7.
that it very well may be a complete literary work that includes a common 
Near Eastern and Mediterranean feature of chiasm (0stenstad, 1998; Tasker, 
2004). If this is indeed the case, John 7:53-8:11 forms an essential link to 
this literary structure of the Gospel of John and is therefore indispensable in 
its current location. While this lends further support to suggestions of a 
Johannine authorship of the Pericope Adulterae, such an argument is 
difficult to defend. Therefore, it does not factor into the current discussion 
too heavily.
1 4 .0  C o n c l u s i o n
In conclusion, the internal evidence of vocabulary and style may not be 
as much of a hindrance to belief that the Pericope Adulterae is Johannine as 
at first imagined. In fact, the evidence actually tends to point in favor o f  
Johannine authorship in many cases. In this chapter, both the presence of 
so-called “Johannine” and “non-Johannine” features have been explored. 
There appears to be sufficient reasons to explain the appearance of virtually 
all of the non-Johannine words that are found in the pericope. Unique terms 
are quite common throughout the Fourth Gospel, as observed in the analysis 
of similar twelve verse sections of the Gospel. Likewise, there appears to be 
legitimate reasons for missing “preferred” Johannine words that have been 
suggested as being typical of Johannine style. While there are certainly 
terms that the Evangelist seems to favor which are missing from the 
pericope, this passage is not alone in its absence of such terms. There are 
numerous undisputed passages that are very similar to John 7:53-8:11 when 
it comes to the missing of standard Johannine vocabulary. Thus, the 
pericope in question is not unique in its oddities when compared with the 
rest of the Gospel. If one chooses to expunge the Pericope Adulterae based 
on arguments of style and vocabulary, one must also be prepared to do this 
same thing with numerous additional passages in the Gospel of John.
The counter to this discussion is the surprising number of standard 
Johannine vocabulary and stylisms that are present in the pericope. Several 
terms and phrases that were either uniquely or at the very least most- 
typically Johannine rather than Synoptic have been detailed above. 
Additionally, several similarities in style have been noted between the 
Pericope Adulterae and other Johannine literature, some subtle and others 
more blatant. Finally, this chapter analyzed what appears to be several 
literary links between John 7:53-8:11 and parts of chapter 6. These links fit 
a pattern that can be observed between chapters 5-8, thereby giving reason 
to believe that all the texts may come from a single source. This argument 
may be further strengthened when the possible chiastic structure of the 
Gospel is considered.
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In the end it, the arguments of style and vocabulary that are used against 
the inclusion of the Pericope Adulterae do not appear to be very forceful. 
Though there is much in the way of explanation that must be provided, 
neither these arguments nor the arguments of context alone can be used to 
condemn the passage. It appears to be the case that Raymond Brown (1966­
1970:335) is correct in suggesting that “from the standpoint of internal 
criticism the story is quite plausible.” The weightiest argument against the 
inclusion of the passage, external evidence, still lies ahead, but at this point 
one can conclude that the internal evidence alone does not rule out a 
Johannine origin of the Pericope Adulterae. If anything it may in fact testify 
in favor of it.
Chapter 6: External Evidence
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1 .0  In t r o d u c t i o n
This last discussion is perhaps the most one-sided, for it is nearly 
unanimously accepted that the external evidence testifies strongly against 
the Pericope Adulterae being of Johannine origin. One only has to consider 
the widespread quotation by many scholars of the statement of the 
influential Bruce Metzger (1994:187) that “the evidence for the non­
Johannine origin of the pericope of the adulteress is overwhelming.” Many 
discussions regarding John 7:53-8:11 begin with this quote or a similar 
paraphrase of it followed by a listing of the numerous manuscripts that do 
not contain the pericope and the Church Fathers who do not discuss the 
passage. Those who do not quote Metzger, make similar accusations. For 
example, Hoskyns (1940:675) suggests that “the manuscript evidence alone” 
is enough to rule out inclusion in the Gospel. Aichele (2004:361) labels the 
manuscripts that do not include the pericope as “an impressive list.” Leon 
Morris (1995:778) states, “The textual evidence makes it impossible to hold 
that his section is an authentic portion of the Gospel [of John].” Willker 
(2007:3, 11) suggests that the text-critical problem of the Pericope Adulterae 
is “not really difficult because the external evidence is overwhelming 
against it being authentically Johannine,” a view with which Philip Comfort 
concurs (1992:144). Moloney (1998b:259) claims that it is “universally 
admitted that [the Pericope Adulterae] does not belong in the Fourth 
Gospel.” Brown (1966-1970:335) and Mullins (2003:218) both point out 
that these verses only begin to appear in the standard Greek text from circa 
900 A.D. Others note that though the pericope does appear in a majority of 
manuscripts, these are only of secondary importance due to their later dates 
(Harris, 1996-2006). It for reasons such as these, that Kurt and Barbara 
Aland (1989:232) insist that the pericope “certainly did not form part of the 
original text of the Gospel of John when it was first circulated in the 
Church.” Peterson (1997:191, 221) suggests that the reasons for this are 
“massive, convincing and obvious.” Discussions about the external 
evidence hardly get going before the foregone conclusion is drawn: the 
Pericope Adulterae cannot be Johannine. The voice of the majority 
overwhelmingly drowns out the voice of those who differ.
As observed in the previous chapters, there is at the same time a minority 
of scholars who dispute the conclusions drawn by most regarding the 
external evidence. Many of these who take this alternate position, argue for 
the Johannine nature of the Pericope Adulterae based on Majority Text 
Theories, claiming that since John 7:53-8:11 is found in the vast majority of 
manuscripts, we should rule in favor of its inclusion in the Gospel of John. 
Some of the most outspoken proponents of this theory are Zane Hodges and
The Pericope Adulterae: Theories o f  Insertion & Omission 261
Alan Farstad (see section 3.12 in Chapter 2), who claim that we should not 
always critically assume that the oldest manuscripts are best, but rather base 
our conclusions primarily on the number of witnesses in favor or against a 
passage (1985:xii).
It is true that the Pericope Adulterae does appear in 80% of the 
manuscripts, but one must remember headcounts do not provide the best 
evidence (Aland and Aland, 1989:280; Hugenberger, 2006; Bock, 
2008:128). Instead, each of these manuscripts must be weighed before it 
can be determined which speak the loudest for or against the pericope. 
Though Hodges and Farstad are most likely incorrect to advocate that a 
majority of witnesses validates a particular text (see section 5.0 below), they 
may not be incorrect in reminding us that the oldest manuscripts are not 
necessarily the best. At the very least, they remind us that the debate 
remains open regarding the validity of our New Testament manuscripts. 
This is a view has been suggested by others as well (cf. Brown, 2003:282­
283), but disagreed with by others (cf. Colwell, 1952:21ff), serving to prove 
that the debate is still open. Traditionally, it has widely been assumed that 
the older the manuscript the better the witness; further is generally assumed 
that manuscripts of the Alexandrian text type are superior (Aland and Aland, 
1989:3-5; Metzger, 2005:218). However, some scholars have contested 
this.267 Clark (1962:23) cautions that papyri/manuscripts “cannot claim 
unquestioned priority on the ground alone of their greater antiquity.” 
Raymond Brown (1997:52) warns, “While New Testament books are 
canonized, no particular Greek text should be canonized,” something that 
Roger Omanson (2006:24) affirms in the Textual Guide to the Greek New 
Testament. Even Metzger (2005:246), who favors the aforementioned 
Alexandrian texts and is who quoted regularly in regards to the Pericope 
Adulterae‘s absence from the earliest manuscripts, has commented “All 
known witnesses to the New Testament are mixed texts...even the earliest 
manuscripts are not free from egregious error.” Perhaps this is why four 
decades earlier (1963:39), he acknowledged that no special attention should 
be given to any particular text type due to a lack of certainty regarding the 
origin of any of our manuscripts.
In light of such debate, we are reminded that all manuscripts must be 
considered in the present discussion. Without full understanding of when 
the oldest manuscripts available today were copied, one cannot be certain of 
where the oldest textual material can be found. Antiquity will certainly a 
major factor in the weighing of manuscript evidence, but it is not the only
267 Cf. Clark, 1962:23; Koester, 1995:43; Delobel, 2002:229-230; Brown, 1997:52, 
2003:282-283; Ehrman, 2005:129; Omanson, 2006:24.
factor to be considered. One must add independence to the discussion, that 
is looking for corroboration from other Greek manuscripts as well as a wide 
variety of languages and regions that had copies of the Gospel of John. 
Metzger (2005:209) provides a great framework to consider in working with 
the external evidence: the date of the witness, the geographical distribution 
of the witnesses that agree in supporting a variant, and the genealogical 
relationship between texts and families of witnesses. The Alands (1989:280­
281), likewise, suggest similar criteria.
The aim of this chapter is to explore the witnesses for and against the 
inclusion of the Pericope Adulterae. First, Greek manuscript and additional 
versions will be considered. Following this, a few theories pertaining to the 
manuscript evidence will be discussed, before Patristic witnesses are 
considered. At the conclusion of this chapter, observations regarding the 
external evidence will be offered that can be combined with the findings 
from the previous chapters providing for discussion of theories of 
omission/insertion. In discussing the external evidence, text-critical theory 
will not be debated; rather, the rules of textual criticism that are generally 
accepted will be assumed and applied. For reference to such rules, see The 
Text o f the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration 
by Metzger and Ehrman (1994) and The Text o f the New Testament: an 
Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theory and Practice o f 
Textual Criticism by the Alands (1989). Discussion now begins with the 
strongest witnesses against the pericope, the Greek manuscripts.
2 .0  G r e e k  P a p y r i /M a n u s c r i p t  E v id e n c e
The Greek manuscript evidence of the Pericope Adulterae can be 
summarized by listing the manuscripts that omit the passage and that include 
the passage, which a majority of scholars include in their discussions. The 
following, Diagram 7.0 provides a listing of the manuscript evidence that 
has been compiled by comparing the Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum 
Graece 27th edition, the United Bible Societies’ The Greek New Testament 
fourth (Revised) edition, Bruce Metzger’s The Text o f the New Testament: 
Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration (third edition), New 
Testament Greek Manuscripts: Variant Readings Arranged in Horizontal 
Lines Against Codex Vaticanus edited by Rueben Swanson, and Aland and 
Aland’s The Text o f the New Testament (second edition), as well as listings 
from works by other scholars such as Henry Alford (1863:777), Ulrich 
Becker (1963:8-25), J.H. Bernard (1976:2:715), Weiland Willker (2007), 
Chris Keith (2008, 2009), and W.H. Harris (1996), among others. Each will 
be discussed in greater detail following this diagram.
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Diagram 7.0
Omit the Pericope Adulterae: P66, P75, N, B, L,268 N, T, 
W, X, Y, A,269 0 , Y, 0141, 0211, 22, 33, 157, 213, 397, 
565, 799, 821, 849, 865, 1230, 1241, 1253, 1333txt, family 
1424, 2193, and 2768. Codices A and C as well as 070 are 
defective in this part of John, and while it is debatable 
whether these manuscripts included the pericope, the 
majority opinion is that measurement shows that there 
would not have been enough space on the missing pages to 
include 7:53-8:11 along with the rest of the text.270
Include the Pericope Adulterae: D, F,271 G, H, K, M, U,
V, r ,  a  28, 180, 205, 579, 597, 700, 892,272 1006, 1010, 
1071, 1079, 1195, 1216, 1243, 1292, 1342, 1344, 1365, 
1505, 1546, 1579, 1646, 2148, 2174, and later manuscripts. 
In addition E, S, A, n ,273 1077, 1424mg, pm70, 1443, 1445, 
l185m, l69m, l70m, l211m, l1579m, and l1761m include part (John 8:1­
2, 8:2-11, or 8:3-11) of the passage and/or all of the passage
268 L includes a vacant space following John 7:52 indicating possible knowledge of 
the Pericope Adulterae.
269 A reads palin oun autoij o ij êiairpev léywn, followed by sixteen blank lines. 
At the top of the next folio after two additional blank lines, it reads ralin  oun 
aUtoij O ij elalTpen legwn. Swanson (1995:105) suggests that the original text 
may have included the pericope, but that it was erased by a later scribe.
270 In addition to this, Tischendorf (1869:1:826) lists around seventy minuscules 
that omit the pericope. Scrivener (1894:365) lists 3, 12 ,21, 22, 33, 36, 44, 49, 
63, 72, 87, 95, 96, 106, 108, 123, 131, 134, 139, 143, 149, 157, 168, 169, 181, 
186, 194, 195, 210, 213, 228, 249, 250, 253, 255, 261, 269, 314, 331, 388, 392, 
401, 416, 453, 473, 486, 510, 550, 559, 561, and 582 as manuscripts that omit 
the pericope. In addition to this, he suggests that the verses were added by a 
second hand, while absent in the first hand, in 9,15,105,179,232,284,353,509, 
and 625.
271 Manuscript F has a lacuna from John 7:28 to 8:10.
272 The UBS fourth edition actually cites 892 as a witness that includes the pericope, 
while Metzger (2005:223) cites 892 as a witness that omits it.
273 Manuscript n  has a lacuna from John 8:6 to 8:44
marked with asterisks/obelisks. pc18 includes John 7:53­
8:2.274 Finally, 225 places the pericope after John 7:36,
Family 1 (f1) places it after John 21:24 or 25, Family 13 
(f13) after Luke 21:38, and 1333c includes John 8:3-11 after 
Luke 24:53.275
2 .1  B o d m e r  P a p yru s  I I  (P 66)
The first manuscript to consider is the Bodmer Papyrus II (also known as 
P66), an uncial generally dated to circa 200 A.D (Aland and Aland, 
1989:100; Metzger, 2005:39) or possibly as early as the middle of the 
second century (Hunger, 1960:12-33). P66 is comprised the text of John 1:1­
6:11, 6:35b-14:26, 29-30, 15:2-26, 16:2-4, 6-7, 16:10-20:20, 22-23, and 
20:25-21:9 (Aland and Aland, 1989:100) and is mixed with elements of 
Alexandrian and Western276 type (Metzger, 2005:40). It has been suggested 
that the relatively large print of P66 indicates that it was written for liturgical 
purposes such as being read aloud to congregations (Comfort and Barrett, 
2001:376-387), but this uncertain, even though the possibility that 
modifications were made by a later scribe, especially in chapter 13, for the 
purpose of preparing the text for lectionary reading further strengthens such 
arguments (Ibid). This later scribe may have marked the manuscript with 
numerous punctuation and/or breathing marks to aid in its oral reading. P66 
was most likely scribed in an Egyptian scriptorium, where the copied texts 
were meticulously prepared in the Alexandrian Text type to be used for 
public lectionary in worship services (Fee, 1968:82; Ehrman and Holmes, 
1995:15). At the very least, it is evident that the papyri has numerous 
alterations in the margins, in between lines, and even over erasures; some 
alterations may be corrections of scribal mistakes, others may suggest 
multiple exemplars (Metzger, 2005:40).
P66 does not include the Pericope Adulterae, but it is quite possible that 
the text does appear to register knowledge of the text, if not intentional
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274 Scrivener (1894:365) lists manuscripts 4, 8, 14, 18, 24, 34, 35, 83, 109, 125, 
141, 148, 156, 161, 166, 167, 178, 179, 189, 196, 198, 201, 202, 219, 226, 230, 
231, 241, 271, 274, 277, 284, 285, 338, 348, 360, 361, 363, 376, 391, 394, 407, 
408, 413, 422, 436, 518, 534, 542, 549, 568, 575, and 600 as including the 
pericope with an asterisk/obelus.
275 Alford (1863:777) claims that 290 cursives omit the manuscript, but he fails to 
list them.
276 The nomenclature for the Western text has changed; some scholars now call the 
“Western” text type the “D” text (cf. Aland and Aland, 1989:332).
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omission of it. At the end of 7:52 just after the word eyeipetai, there is an 
open space with a asterisk/obelisk in the center (Scott, 2000:55). This 
marking is not unique, but the positioning of the mark here in John 7 and 8 
is. There are two other similar markings apparent in the immediate sections 
of the papyrus, one on line 12 and one on line 17 in the verses that follow. 
An example of this can be seen in Diagram 8.0 below:
Diagram 8.0
Line 12 (John 8:14b) 
kan eyw maptupw pepi emautou, al^ÔT? eatin T maptupia mou * 
o ti oiôa póGen Tlöon kai pou wrayw
Line 17 (John 8:15-16)
< ~  / '  / / 1 \ 1 t 1 ç  '  <:umeij kata thn aapka kpinete, eyw ou kpinw ouôena *
kai ean kpinw ôe eyw, T kpiaij T emT aiT0inT eatin, o t i .
In both cases, the space and asterisk split up the compound sentences 
breaking up a thought in the middle, rather than marking the actual ending 
of each sentence. Even more significant is the fact that each of these 
marks should refer to the word or phrase that precedes it, but in neither 
case do we have any obvious variants to consider, that is unless one 
considers the Pericope Adulterae. It is possible that the first asterisk, 
after 7:52, marks the omission of 7:53-8:11, while the second and third 
asterisks mark contextual ties to the passage; the second asterisk after 
aiT0T? eatin T maptupia mou (8:14) could be considered a reference back 
to 8:7 where Jesus exposes false witness. Similarly, the third mark 
between 8:15 and 8:16 after eyw ou kpinw ouoena (I judge no one) could 
be a reference to 8:11 where Jesus claims to pass no judgment. It is 
uncertain if the scribe of P66 accidentally copied the partial notes from the 
pre-existing manuscript or if he intentionally omitted the pericope making 
note of his omissions with textual markings. Further, such an argument 
might be speculative, but it does seem to be the case that whoever 
prepared P66 was likely aware of the existence of the Pericope Adulterae, 
even if he believed it to be extra-canonical (Barrett, 1978:589). In order 
to prepare the text to conform to Alexandrian standards or for lectionary 
usage, certain passages of doubtful nature and/or controversial subject 
matter would likely be expunged. John 7:53-8:11 certainly fits this latter 
category, if not both (see sections 9.2, 9.5, and 9.7 below). While this 
remains unproven, it would demonstrate the existence of the story in the
late second century, and perhaps even the admittance of the passage into
some manuscripts at this point in history.277
2.1a Excursus on Dots, Umlaut, Asterisks, & Other Marks
The appearance of what has been labeled “asterisks” in 
P66 along with the appearance of other similar markings in 
various other manuscripts to be discussed warrants a 
discussion about the nature of such markings. First of all, a 
description of each type of marking is in order. “Asterisks,” 
also called “obelisks/obeli,” are dagger-shaped markings (­
or v), “dots” are described as simple points ( ), and 
“umlaut” are double-dots (••). Spaces are simple blank 
spaces left between lines. Of course, the real discussion is 
not regarding what these markings look like, but rather what 
their intended purposes are. Asterisks/ obeli have long been 
associated with marking “questionable passages” (Nestle,
1901), but in the last few centuries some have argued that 
they are the lectionary markings signifying places for pause 
and/or taking a breath during public reading (cf. Burgon, 
1896:256ff; Fuller, 1975:148). This has led to suggestions 
that John 7:53-8:11 is missing from certain manuscripts 
because it was intentionally removed for lectionary 
purposes, and that subsequent asterisks/obeli are included in 
manuscripts to indicate the removal and/or pauses for 
breathing if the passage is to be skipped over (see section
6.0 below for a discussion of Lectionary Text Theories).
This remains debatable; however, the view that asterisks/ 
obeli mark dubious passages knowingly omitted appears to 
remain the majority position. At the very least, it should be 
noted that either way, the presence of such a mark indicates 
probable scribal knowledge of additional texts not included 
in the manuscript.
The purpose of umlaut on the other hand, remains much 
more open to debate. Much of it has centered on the 
presence of such markings in Codex Vaticanus (B), where 
over 750 umlaut appear in the margins of the codex, as well
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277 Several have suggested that most corruptions, including omissions and additions 
occurred prior to the second century (Scrivener, 1894:2:264; Colwell, 1969:55; 
Kilpatrick, 1963:129-131). This leads Hodges (1979:321) to conclude that “to 
date the pericope later than 200 A.D. must be deemed as highly improbable.”
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as hundreds of bars and textual gaps (Miller, 2003:240). 
The debate has largely revolved around 1 Corinthians 
14:34-35 and has mostly been waged by Philip Payne (1995, 
2000), Paul Canart (2000), and J. Edward Miller (2003); 
however, others have offered a few additional comments for 
discussion, such as Wieland Willker (2007). Payne 
suggests that the umlaut near 1 Corinthians 14:34-35, where 
two dots are almost next to a bar, serves a textual-critical 
function. In similar fashion he claims that umlaut that are 
completely alone or separated from a bar by one line should 
be seen as performing similar textual-critical functions. In 
contrast, Miller argues that the bar, even those paired with 
umlaut, perform functions independent of the umlaut and 
consistent with other isolated bars (no umlaut present). He 
labels these as “paragraphus” in Codex Vaticanus, which 
serve as section dividers, while the umlaut alone serves as a 
textual-critical indicator. His view is that the presence of a 
bar and umlaut simply indicates that the line both starts a 
section and contains a textual variant. Miller largely argues 
this to advocate for the originality of 1 Corinthians 14:34-35 
rather than it being an interpolation.278
Similar to that of asterisks/obeli, some suggest that these 
markings are not in reference to interpolated passages, but 
rather liturgical markings (cf. Robinson, 2000:40). While 
most scholars do not agree with this position, many 
nevertheless admit scribal awareness of certain passages 
(Payne, 1995:250-262; Payne and Canart, 2000:105-113; 
Knust, 2005:250-262). The debate regarding umlaut and 
other markings in manuscripts appears to be far from 
settled, demonstrating uncertainty regarding some of the 
most significant New Testament manuscripts available to us 
and complicating discussions regarding questioned passages 
such as the Pericope Adulterae. It is likely impossible to 
know for certain if such passages were omitted intentionally
278 For a discussion of theories regarding 1 Corinthians 14:34-35, see Munro, W., 
1990. “Interpolation in the Epistles: Weighing Probability,” in New Testament 
Studies 36, pp. 431-443; Brace, D.W., 1997. “As in All the Churches of the 
Saints: A Text Critical Study of 1 Corinthians 14:34-35,” in Lutheran 
Theological Journal 31, pp. 31-39; Collins, R.F., 1999. First Corinthians, Sacra 
Pagina Series vol. 7, Harrington, D.J. ed. Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press.
for public reading or if it was never included to start with. 
However, such markings do seem to indicate scribal 
awareness of additional passages not included in certain 
manuscripts, whether they are liturgical or textual-critical in 
nature. This will factor into subsequent discussions.
2 .2  B o d m e r  P a p yru s  X I V a n d  X V  (P 75)
The Bodmer Papyrus XIV and XV, also known as P75, is a uncial codex 
containing large portions the Gospels of Luke and John, usually dated to the 
third century. Most scholars prefer a date in the first half of this century 
usually around 225 A.D., though the editors of the papyri, Victor Martin and 
Rudolphe Kasser, have proposed a date as early as 175 A.D. (Metzger, 
2005:41). It is debatable whether or not the scribe was a professional, for 
although the lettering is fairly consistent, the length and number of lines are 
not (Ehrman, 1995:245; Aland and Horton, 2004:147). For example, lines 
in the manuscript range from twenty-five to thirty-six letters per line and 
pages vary from thirty-eight to forty-five lines per page. P75 is most likely 
another early lectionary style text, designed for public reading, and is most 
notably observed to be closely related to Codex Vaticanus (Clark, 1962:24; 
Porter, 1962:375; Metzger 1992:41). The two manuscripts contain enough 
differences to rule out the fact that P75 is the parent of B, but given the 
extreme amount of agreement it is safe to assume that the two had a 
common ancestor, one that was older than both manuscripts (Clark, 
1962:24; Hodges, 1979:323; Aland and Aland, 1989:14). There will be 
further discussion regarding Vaticanus and Lectionary Text Theories 
offered later (see section 6.0 below), but for now the possibility that P75 is a 
lectionary style text related to B is worth noting. It is possible that P75 and 
Codex Vaticanus cannot be viewed as independent early witnesses to a 
primitive text (Clark, 1962:24). Instead, both may to be directly dependant 
upon an Alexandrian text-type for lectionary readings circulating in this one 
geographical area during the second century. P75 omits the Pericope 
Adulterae.
There are yet other interesting features in P75 that must be observed. 
Similar to P66, there are umlaut and spaces sprinkled across the pages 
(Metzger, 1981:68). It is uncertain whether these markings form a set of 
pause or breathing marks for public reading, mark passages omitted or 
skipped over in this public reading, or indicate variants knowingly omitted. 
Significantly, there is one of these marking in the place where 7:53-8:11 
would have been found if it were included in the manuscript. Unfortunately, 
there is also an imperfection in the manuscript, an unusual hole in the 
middle of the page, between lines 9 and 12 which prevents a further detailed 
analysis of the section. Also, in the lower margin of leaf 57, where the
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Pericope Adulterae would be traditionally have been found if it were 
included, are written two lines of upside down lettering, which is not 
entirely distinguishable but may read touton wj kupion apo tT? tpape^T? 
(this as the Lord from the table). The significance of this phrase is uncertain, 
but there could be a connection to the absence of John 7:53-8:11.
For some textual criticism “conspiracy theorists” (cf. “The Pericope 
Adulterae Homepage,” 2007), such oddities further fuel discussions that 
someone deliberately removed the Pericope Adulterae, at times by 
destructive measures. The suggestion is offered that were there simply one 
case where we find a manuscript defaced or damaged in this particular 
section of the Gospel of John it could be assumed that a natural means such 
as general “wear and tear” of the manuscript was the most logical 
explanation; however, when several manuscripts like P75, along with 
Alexandrinus (A), Ephraemi (C)(see sections 2.5 and 2.6 below), bear 
possible marks of tampering, vandalism may need to be considered as a 
better explanation. This vandalism could be intentional as if someone were 
hoping to remove evidence of the text or perhaps more accidentally if 
someone had erased/scratched out a section (possibly more than once) 
leading to a more rapid deterioration of the section. Such theories cannot be 
proven and the evidence is circumstantial. Therefore, the present work will 
not side with such “conspiracy theories;” however, it is noted that this is an 
interesting coincidence that John 7:53-8:11, the very text that has such a 
difficult history of inclusion/omission and controversial subject matter, is 
regularly marred in many ancient sources. Still, P75 remains a witness 
against the inclusion of the pericope, while at the same time a possible 
witness to the existence of the story in the third century.
2.3 Codex Sinaiticus (s, 01)
Codex Sinaiticus (N), a fourth century uncial manuscript that was found 
in a monastery on Mt. Sinai, is also the lone uncial to be designated with a 
letter from the Hebrew alphabet rather than the Arabic or Greek alphabets; 
Sinaiticus has a fascinating history associated with its discovery in the late 
1800’s (see Metzger’s summary 2005:42-46) and is unique in that it is the 
only uncial to include the entire New Testament (Koester, 1995:25; 
Metzger, 2005:42). In addition to the New Testament, Aleph also includes 
part of the Shepherd of Hermas and the entirety of the Epistle of Barnabas. 
It is arguably the primary witnesses of the Alexandrian text type (Metzger, 
1994:15; Harris, 2008:14-15), but may show signs of Western influence as 
well (Metzger, 2005:46). While Sinaiticus most often agrees with Vaticanus, 
there are numerous differences, and it has been argued that the manuscript is
quite similar to Codex Bezae in John 1:1-8:38 (with the notable exception of 
the omission of the Pericope Adulterae in Sinaiticus).279
As revered as this manuscript is, it may also very well be one of the 
most-corrected manuscripts of all time with possibly as many as nine 
correctors (Milne and Skeat, 1938:18-21). There are no spaces between 
words or sentences and often words are split in half between lines (Hatch, 
1939:XV). This is very significant when one considers that the familiar 
space and subsequent asterisk are present in Aleph where John 7:53-8:11 is 
found missing. Due to the fact that the necessary space for the asterisk is 
provided, it appears that the marking is most likely original to manuscript, 
not part of a later correction/addition. This is not something that could have 
been easily provided at a later correction. The space was thus either copied 
from the master copy with which Sinaiticus’ scribe was working, or the 
space was provided when he280 decided to omit John 7:53-8:11. In either 
case, the existence of the Pericope Adulterae would be shown to be earlier 
than the fourth century. Once again, in a case where an early manuscript 
lacks the Pericope Adulterae, one may find further evidence of scribal 
knowledge of the passage.
2 .4  C o d ex  V a tican u s (B , 03 )
Codex Vaticanus (B) is considered by some to be the best Greek New 
Testament manuscript in existence to date, certainly of the Alexandrian text 
type (Hatch, 1939:XIV; Metzger, 2005:47), though it is devoid of all of the 
books of Philemon and Revelation as well as parts of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews and the Pastoral Epistles. Vaticanus is a vellum tri-columnar 
manuscript of small uncials dated to the fourth century, most likely the 
middle part of this century (Metzger, 2005:47). It is generally accepted that 
a single scribe penned all of Vaticanus, though there are signs of later 
correction and retracing of characters (Gregory, 1907:345; Payne and 
Canart, 2000:105). It is possible that there are two correctors, the fist of
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279 Boismard, 1957; Colwell, 1969:26-44; Fee, 2002:221-243; Brown, 2003:282.
280 Though it is generally assumed that scribes of most New Testament manuscripts 
were male, it has demonstrated that some female scribes may have been present 
as well. Space does not allow for a fuller discussion of such matters. For more 
on this subject see Haines-Eitzen, K., 1998. “Girls Trained in Beautiful Writing: 
Female Scribes in Roman Antiquity and Early Christianity,” in JECS 6, no. 4 
(Winter), pp. 629-646 and Women and Early Christian Literature: Gender, 
Asceticism, and the Transmission o f  the Texts. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2006. For the sake of convenience, “he” will be used consistently throughout this 
work.
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which is tentatively dated to the sixth century, the second of which to the 
tenth or eleventh centuries (Payne and Canart, 2000:105ff). The second of 
these correctors is also the most notable of the two, unfortunately for the 
complications he has created. This later scribe re-inked the entire text 
(except for a few passages which may have considered inauthentic) due to 
apparent fading, and he also added accents and breathings (Metzger, 
2005:47). The difficulty created by this touch-up job is that it has defaced 
the appearance of many letters, while rendering certain portions of the 
original text virtually impossible to reconstruct. This includes the possibility 
of original accents, breathings, punctuation, etc.
One can, however, observe a series of umlaut included in the margins 
likely indicating the existence of textual variations (Payne, 1995:251-262). 
Once again these marking are present where the Pericope Adulterae is 
missing. Vaticanus does not include the text, but like other manuscripts 
before it likely testifies to scribal awareness of the pericope’s existence.281 
Payne and Canart (2000:112) suggest that “this umlaut, presuming it was not 
traced over an original one, provides the earliest evidence for the presence 
of [John 7:53-8:11] here in John, even earlier than Jerome's reference to it 
occurrence in many Greek codices.” Robinson (2006:18 note 53) disputes 
Payne and Canart’s observation, claiming that the umlaut more likely 
indicates a textual variant at 7:52. Knust (2006:489, 526), on the other 
hand, agrees with the pair. We cannot be entirely certain either way, and 
ultimately this may not be extremely important, for Vaticanus may not be an 
additional independent witness given the close relationship between B and 
P75, as noted above (Aland and Aland, 1989:14; Clark, 1962:24; Payne and 
Canart, 2000:112). This is a subject that bears further exploration. Further, 
such claims ignore the possible evidence found in the earlier three 
manuscripts. It is likely that in Vaticanus, we have a fourth witness to an 
early existence and possible scribal awareness of the Pericope Adulterae.
2 .5  C o d ex  A le x a n d r in u s  (A , 02)
Codex Alexandrinus (A) is most commonly dated to the fifth century, 
though it could possibly be from the late fourth century, and contains nearly 
the entire New Testament (Metzger, 2005:46). Alexandrinus is lacking only 
portions of Matthew, John, and 1 Corinthians, but also includes the two 
Epistles of Clement of Rome and the Psalms of Solomon. It appears to be 
the work of several scribes, and though mostly Alexandrian, it reflects the 
Byzantine text type in the four Gospels (Ibid, 47). The manuscript
281 Brown, 1966-1970:335-336; Barrett, 1978:589; Payne and Canart, 2000:111; 
Knust, 2005:489.
commonly includes initial capitals and is divided into paragraphs. There are 
no marginal signs present in the codex except in the Gospels. Occasional 
letterforms are said to resemble Coptic letters, perhaps hinting at an 
Egyptian origin (Kenyon, 1975:61-62), but this is not universally conceded. 
There are a significant number of corrections, both from the original scribe 
and later correctors, but it does not appear to have seen as much correction 
as Sinaiticus or Vaticanus.
Difficulty is created for discussion relating the Pericope Adulterae due to 
the fact that there are four missing pages in the Gospel of John. The tenth 
page, which includes John 6:22b-6:50a, is followed by later pages that pick 
up at 8:52b. One early corrector may have attempted to preserve the last 
few words from a remnant of the missing pages by copying it into the top of 
the following surviving page after the missing portion, penning eij ton 
aiwna eij ton aiwna (Willker, 2007), though the significance of these 
words remains uncertain. Scholars are divided over what could be found 
within these missing pages. Most suggest that there is not enough room to 
include the twelve verses of the Pericope Adulterae.282 Tischendorf (1869­
1894) attempts to prove the absence of the text by counting the number of 
characters and spacing needed, but Scrivener (1894:365) questions the 
accuracy of such an attempt. Burgon (1896:244-245) questions this as well, 
suggesting that this is inconclusive and attempts to prove that the passage 
was included. Still, others go as far as suggesting that this is a deliberate act 
of vandalism, as noted above.283 At the same time, attempts to minimize the 
witness of such manuscripts as Alexandrinus have been met with criticism 
as well (Willker, 2007).
It seems unproductive to belabor this point too much without conclusive 
proof for or against inclusion. Suggestions that A (and C, to be discussed 
below) did include to the Pericope Adulterae would still be dubious due to 
the missing pages, and such a claim would not overshadow the absence of 
the passage in the earlier manuscripts detailed above. Claims that 
Alexandrinus (and C) both omit the pericope are likewise not the strongest, 
though they do add some additional weight to the evidence already 
presented. These missing pages in Alexandrinus are significant, not so
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282 Cf. Scrivener, 1894:95 note 1; Davidson, 1896:512; Hoskyns, 1940:673; 
Kenyon, 1975:126; Harris, 1996-2006-2006; Metzger,1992:15-16, 223, 
1994:187-188; Wallace, 2006.
283 This appears to be the consensus among numerous proponents of the Johannine 
authorship of the Pericope Adulterae including many “conspiracy-theorists” (cf. 
Homepage Pericope de Adulterae).
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much because they provide clarity as to whether or not the Pericope 
Adulterae was included, but because important evidence regarding 
knowledge of the verses, such as the familiar space or scribal markings is 
indeterminable. We simply do not know with total accuracy whether or not 
Alexandrinus included or omitted the text, and with no knowledge of 
whether or not the manuscript was aware of John 7:53-8:11, Alexandrinus 
provides little benefit to this discussion.
2 .6  C o d ex  E p h ra e m i (C , 04)
Similarly, Codex Ephraemi Rescriptus, otherwise known by the fuller 
name Ephraemi Syri rescriptus Parisiensis or simply C, is likewise 
problematic. Ephraemi is arguably the greatest palimpsest (twice written) 
fifth century manuscript of the uncial group which originally contained the 
whole New Testament (Metzger, 2005:12, 48). The codex appears to be a 
compounded text type, agreeing most often with the Byzantine text type. It 
was most likely in the twelfth century that many sheets of the manuscript 
were erased and overwritten with the text of a Greek translation of thirty- 
eight treatises by the Syrian Father, St. Ephraem. It is believed to have 
contained the entire Bible, but now only 209 leaves remain (Hatch, 
1939:XX; Metzger, 2005:48). Unfortunately, now parts of nearly half of 
every book are lost, and all of 2 Thessalonians and 2 John are lacking. Once 
again, several hands of correction can be detected in the manuscript, even 
before parts were erased and overwritten. Two main correctors are signified 
as C2 (Cb), believed to have worked in the sixth century, and C3 (Cc), 
working in the ninth (Metzger, 2005:49). The corrector C1 was the original 
corrector, but made very few changes and is infrequently discussed.
Similar to Alexandrinus, the actual pages which would have contained 
the Pericope Adulterae (or shown the absence of it) are missing. Unlike that 
of A, these missing pages are most likely a coincidence due to the fact many 
other pages are also missing. Ephraemi is thus not quite as commonly the 
subject of speculation and conspiracy theories. In spite of this, many textual 
critics claim that it is very much likely that the manuscript did not contain 
John 7:53-8:11.284
2 .7  C o d ex  B eza e  (D ea o r  D , 05)
With Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis, a diglot of Greek and Latin, the first 
manuscript that does include the Pericope Adulterae is presented. Though 
many scholars acknowledge that John 7:53-8:11 was circulating in a
284 Cf. Hoskyns, 1940:673; Metzger, 2005:16, 223, 1994:187-188; Harris, 1996­
2006-2006; Wallace, 2006.
minority of copies in earlier centuries (Knust, 2006:494), Bezae serves as 
the primary witness for inclusion in the Gospel. The manuscript is most 
often referred to as “D,” though the Alands (1989:109) refer to Bezae as 
“Dea” in order to avoid confusion with other manuscripts such as Codex 
Claramontus (Dp, 06). It is to dated anywhere from the fifth century (Aland 
and Aland, 1989:109) to the sixth century (Metzger, 2005:49) and perhaps 
as early as 400 A.D. (Parker, 1992:281). Bezae is considered to be the 
principle witness of the Western text type (Hatch, 1939:XXII; Metzger, 
2005:50), though the reality of a Western text is questioned by some, such 
as the Alands (1989:69) and C.S.C. Williams (1969:29). Though D contains 
only the four Gospels and Acts with a fragment of 3 John on 406 leaves 
(Yoder, 1961:39; Parker, 1992:8),285 the critical questions arising from the 
character of the readings are among the most interesting in the whole range 
of Biblical criticism (Aland and Aland, 1989:109). Today there is no 
consensus on many of the readings of the codex (Metzger, 2005:51), and 
there is uncertainty whether the manuscript is from an Eastern or Western 
tradition (Parker, 1992:8). Even one the most ardent defenders of the 
Pericope Adulterae’s inclusion in the Gospel of John, John Burgon (1896), 
questions the manuscript; this is in spite of the fact that though it would 
serve as the earliest direct evidence of the pericope in its traditional location 
at John 7:53-8:11 (Metzger, 2005:136).
The manuscript appears to stand independent of the Latin tradition, and 
though it has related forms with a few third and fourth century manuscripts, 
such as P48, P69, and 0171, its witnesses remains shrouded in questions 
(Aland and Aland, 1989:109; Tasker, 1994:141). D consists of large uncials 
of Greek and Latin that are divided into short clauses corresponding line for 
line, and the text is presented colometrically with both languages written in 
parallel sense lines (Metzger, 2005:29). It is debatable whether the scribe 
who penned Bezae’s native language was Greek or Latin, due to the fact that 
both languages include many inexplicable mistakes, though Latin is 
suggested by the Alands (1989:109) and may have a slight majority of 
support from scholars. Bezae remains unique among Greek witnesses, for 
its characteristic readings place it in “stark contrast” with all other textual 
traditions (Aland and Aland, 1989:334-335). Its closest ties may be the 
Latin versions, but still no Latin version is as extreme as Bezae. The codex 
has too many singular readings and too many variants that are not 
corroborated in the majority of the Latin manuscripts. There is also the 
evidence of anywhere up to nine different correctors for the text (Scrivener,
274
285 It is possible that Bezae contained additional New Testament books but there is 
no conclusive proof of which books may have been included.
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1864:xxiv; Metzger, 2005:51). It is highly probable that the manuscript has 
been edited, at the very least in Luke and Acts where the most extreme 
readings occur (Parker, 1992:35-44). This may be due to fact that the text 
was so severely divergent from the Byzantine standard text; most 
corrections appear to bring the manuscript into a closer agreement with the 
Byzantine text (Parker, 1992:35-44). This, however, remains uncertain.
Because Bezae is so unique and unusually complicated in its textual 
witness, space does not allow for any attempt at unravel all of the mysteries 
presented by the text, but one can at least highlight a few key observations 
relating to the present discussion. First of all, even though Bezae is most 
likely an early fifth century manuscript, it clearly represents a much older 
text due to the nature of its many primitive readings, and thus D should not 
be easily dismissed as simply a fifth century invention. It is believed that 
like many other bilingual texts, Bezae may have been the product of high 
publishing standards and its original exemplar must have been quite ancient 
(Nils, 1961; Metzger, 2005:30). Westcott and Hort (1881) even suggest that 
the text of Bezae could be traced back to the second century. The Alands 
(1989:11-13, 69) sharply disagree with this, but they do, however, admit that 
the exemplar from which Bezae was copied could date to the second or 
possibly the third century. Whatever the date of parental exemplar or 
exemplars, it appears to have included the Pericope Adulterae in the 
traditional location (Knust, 2006:504). Secondly, Bezae must be taken 
seriously as a true witness to the general acceptance of the John 7:53-8:11 in 
both Greek and Latin prior to the fifth century. This is a single text, but it 
opens up the possibility that it may be the sole survivor of many more 
ancient texts with a similar inclusion of the passage. D is clearly a later 
manuscript that the Vulgate, but it is almost certainly not a copy of it given 
the extreme variance of the text. This adds support to Jerome’s claim that 
there were “many copies both Greek and Latin” containing the Pericope 
Adulterae in his day, a subject that will be discussed in more detail later (see 
section 9.4 below). Bezae provides powerful testimony not only to the 
existence of the John 7:53-8:11 in its standard place in the Gospel in the 
fifth century, but also to its existence and perhaps widespread acceptance in 
its standard position at least in certain parts of the ancient world. Knust 
(2005:506) concludes that the pericope was “surely present in some copies 
of John long before Bezae was copied.”
At the same time, it could be argued that since D does include various 
interpolations and assimilations from Latin texts, that it cannot be trusted 
(Hodges, 1979:323 note 19). For example, Witherington (1995:362) labels 
the codex as “idiosyncratic and independent.” Parker (1997:97ff) comments 
that D departs more widely codex from the ordinary text than any other 
Greek, and it is characterized by numerous additions, paraphrastic
renderings, inversions, and some omissions. The usual additions to Bezae 
include added statements from parallel New Testament passages (cf. parts of 
Matthew 6:7 are included in Luke 11:2 and Matthew 25:30 is added to Luke 
19:27), modification of nomenclature (cf. the title “virgo” before “maria” in 
the Latin of Matthew 1:16), and answers to questions left unanswered (cf. as 
the name of the rich man from Luke 16:19-31)(Exell and Spence, 1890­
1919). Similarly, the well-known agraphon of Jesus has been added after 
Luke 6:5 in the pronouncement story on Jesus breaking the Sabbath (Burge, 
1984:145). There are also omissions in Bezae, generally referred to as 
“Western non-interpolations,” including Matthew 9:34, 21:44, 27:49, Mark 
2:22, 14:39, Luke 5:39, 10:41ff, 12:19, 21, 39, 22:62, John 3:32, 4:9 
(Parker, 1997:149ff). Likewise in Luke 22:19-20, the portion of verse 19 
after “this is my body” and all of verse 20 is omitted. Further, Epp 
(1966:167) suggests that there are anti-Semitic statements in Bezae which 
account for up to 40% of the interpolations, but this is not widely accepted 
(Parker, 1992:190; Aland and Wachtel, 1995:37).286 Such additions and 
omissions are seen as examples of the peculiarity, and perhaps an 
untrustworthy status of the Codex Bezae. The Pericope Adulterae is often 
considered to be an additional example of this lending to further suggestions 
that the passage is an interpoloation.287
However, against this argument, it should be noted that though Bezae 
does include some oddities, no such oddities are found within the Pericope 
Adulterae itself. Instead Bezae appears to include a very primitive form of 
the text.288 If the Pericope Adulterae were simply a scribal gloss, it would 
seem that Bezae would provide similar additions to the story proper, but 
these “answers” are surprisingly absent in this passage. For example, one 
might expect to find an explanation of what Jesus wrote on the ground, yet 
there is nothing in Bezae that gives the reader any indication as to what 
Jesus wrote; this is in spite of the fact that the Church Fathers who were 
contemporaries with Bezae were speculating about Jesus’ writing in their
276
286 Epp’s work agrees with a methodology called Tendenzkritik that is also 
advocated for by George Rice and M.W. Holmes (Parker, 1994:109-110; Aland 
and Wachtel, 1995:37). This method views Codex Bezae not as a series of 
interpolations, but rather as distinctive way of retelling the New Testament. Such 
a theory has yet to be widely accepted.
287 Cf. Penn, 1837:268; Burge, 1984:142; Metzger, 2005:50; Zevros, 2005:2.
288 See note 47 in Chapter 3 above for a demonstration of Codex Bezae’s version of 
John 7:53-8:11 compared to the more commonly accepted version.
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own works (Hugenberger, 2006).289 Likewise one might expect the name of 
the woman to be given; yet the codex is silent in regards to her name. This 
could be considered to be speculative, for it is somewhat of an argument 
from silence. Still, whatever the story is behind the numerous scribal 
glosses in Codex Bezae, the Pericope Adulterae appears to be unlike the 
rest, and therefore, it cannot be placed in the same category with these other 
additions (Burge, 1984:141-148). In fact, Scrivener (1864:Introduction:1) 
labels it “rash” to include John 7:53-8:11 with the other interpolations of D.
Instead, the manuscript should likely be considered as a legitimate 
witness for the inclusion of the passage as early as the fifth century, perhaps 
earlier; however, because D is so strongly questioned when it disagrees with 
earlier manuscripts, few scholars appear willing to concede this. In fact, 
some believe that Bezae should only have significant influence in textual 
criticism decisions when it agrees with other important witnesses (Aland 
and Aland, 1989:110, 244). This, however, negates Bezae’s relevance at all. 
If the manuscript is not allowed to ever be considered unless it agrees with 
such manuscripts as Sinaiticus and Vaticanus, why bother with it at all? 
Clearly there needs to be more room for discussion regarding this witness. 
Such room would raise further questions about the inclusion of the Pericope 
Adulterae.
2 .8  C o d ex  B o rg ia n u s  (T, 029)
Initially assigned to the fourth century, this diglot containing fragments 
of the Gospels of Luke and John is now generally believed to be of fifth 
century origin (Aland and Aland, 1989:113). The Greek and Sahidic of 
Borgianus are scribed on facing pages, and some letters may show Coptic 
forms (Hatch, 1939:XXIII; Metzger, 2005:56). This is not too surprising 
considering that the manuscript appears to demonstrate some Alexandrian 
influence, with a very similar text to that of Vaticanus (Metzger, 2005:56). 
In addition to this, Borgianis has a minimal number of marks, presumably 
breathing marks, that are inconsistently scattered throughout.
In regards to the discussion concerning the Pericope Adulterae, 
Borgianus provides little to give attention to. First of all, these twelve 
verses are missing from the manuscript, and there is no apparent marking(s) 
indicating scribal awareness of the text. More importantly, the portion of 
the Gospel where the pericope would traditionally be found if it were 
included is the Sahidic text, not the Greek. Similarly, it is noted that though 
this manuscript omits the Pericope Adulterae, the text may be closely related
289 For example, Ambrose suggest the Decalogue (Ambrose, Epistle 68 (26)), while 
Jerome suggests Jeremiah 17:3 (Jerome, Pelag. 2.17.20-23).
to the earlier Egyptian manuscripts that omit the passage as well (Hodges, 
1979:324). Thus, it could be difficult to determine who made the choice to 
exclude John 7:53-8:11, the scribe who penned Borgianus or the earlier 
scribes of the Alexandrian texts. Still, Codex Borgianus remains a witness 
against the inclusion of the Pericope Adulterae in the Gospel of John.
2 .9  C o d ex  W ash in g to n en s is  (W , 032)
Codex Washingtonensis, sometimes called Codex Freerianus, is 
considered to be one of the foremost uncial manuscripts of the Greek New 
Testament, though the unusual slanted script causes it to slightly resemble 
cursives as well. Washingtonensis is a complete codex of all four Gospels, 
dating to the fifth century or perhaps late fourth century, with supplemental 
leaves that were added around the seventh or eighth century (Metzger, 
2005:56). The text type is Western in the Gospels, but mixed in the rest of 
the New Testament books. W is similar to Bezae in the way it orders the 
Gospels: Matthew, John, Luke, Mark. Most notably, the codex contains an 
apocryphal interpolation (the Freer Logion found between Mark 16:14 and 
16:15) within the expanded ending of Mark (Hatch, 1939:XXI; Metzger, 
2005:56). The text is block mixed, but pure in each part, leading some to 
believe that the exemplar from which W was copied from had pieced 
together from fragments of several manuscripts (cf. Hatch, 1939 :XXI). A 
large portion of the Gospel of John may possibly be the work of a later 
scribe; however, this does not entirely affect discussions about the Pericope 
Adulterae for this only the case in chapters 1-5.290 At the very least, we do 
know that this text has most likely been edited for the purposes of public 
reading due to what may be numerous ecclesiastical marking through the 
text and/or breathing marks. It is clear that the text omits the Pericope 
Adulterae and leaves little indication of scribal knowledge, but the editorial 
nature of the manuscript may temper the signficance of its witness. 
Similarly, due to the fact that W bears resemblance to other Alexandrian 
texts (Metzger, 1992:xxix), omission may be explained by its relationship to 
the previously mentioned manuscripts and their omissions (Hodges, 
1979:324); however the codex remains a further witness against inclusion.
2 .1 0  C o d ex  P u rp u reu s  P e tro p o lita n u s  (N , 022)
The sixth century Codex N is a purple vellum manuscript with silver ink 
(Aland and Aland, 1989:113), believed to have originally contained all four 
Gospels. It was dismembered sometime in the twelfth century, and its pages
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290 This could possibly serve a red flag that the manuscript may have been dated too 
early, but such speculation will not be given attention at the present time.
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were scattered broadly, possibly by Crusaders. Though the codex is 
relatively ancient, it is not generally favored as a witness to the early New 
Testament text, largely due to the fact that N shows strong Byzantine 
influence (Metzger, 2005:55). It does, however, preserve some readings of 
earlier text types. Interestingly, N does not include the Pericope Adulterae, 
which is rare for the later Byzantine manuscripts that seem to 
overwhelmingly include the pericope. The omission of the pericope may be 
considered by some to be one of the preservations of earlier text types.
2 .1 1  L a te r  G reek  M a n u sc r ip ts291
Later codices such as Codex Regius (L) of the eighth century and 
Codex Sangallensis (A) of the ninth omit the passage, but both include a 
fairly large vacant space after 7:52, alerting the critic to the fact that the 
scribes were most likely aware of the text (Burgon, 1896:245-246; Godet, 
1978:84). L is of Alexandrian text type and appears to be related to 
Vaticanus (Hodges, 1979:324; Metzger, 2005:54); A is a Greek/Latin diglot 
that resembles the Byzantine text type. There are, however, additional later 
manuscripts such as Y, X, 0 , Y, 0141, 0211, 22, 33, 157, 213, 397, 799, 
1241, family 1424, and 2768, that clearly omit the passage with no marks 
identifying knowledge of the pericope; all are ninth century or later. Some 
of these later manuscripts appear to be of the lectionary type, which would 
likely only include passages that were used in public readings, possibly 
explaining the omissions of the passage. If the Pericope Adulterae was not 
read publicly for worship it may not have been included in these manuscript 
copies, but still the fact remains that these manuscripts do omit the pericope, 
and therefore are listed as a witnesses against the inclusion of the pericope. 
Most of these manuscripts show Alexandrian influence though the text types 
at time include Byzantine, Western, and Caesarean influence.292 Others
291 The choice has been made to identify the manuscripts later than the sixth century 
as “later manuscripts,” thereby implying that the manuscripts of the sixth century 
and older are “early manuscripts” in the present work. This is contrary to Aland 
and Aland’s (1989:56) division of manuscripts, who instead chooses to identify 
manuscripts of the fourth century or earlier as “early manuscripts.” The present 
demarcation of manuscripts is not intended to dispute their claims, but rather 
serves as a dividing point between manuscripts that are discussed in greater 
details and those discussed in lesser detail.
292 The latter of these two text types, Western and Caesarean, are questioned. The 
Alands (1989:66, 69) call the Western text “doubtful” and the Caesarean 
“hypothetical;” however, there is no consensus regarding these text types. 
Therefore, both are included in the present discussion as possibilities.
such as X and Y, resemble the Alexandrian manuscripts (Metzger, 
1992:xxix), and therefore may have related reasons for omissions (Hodges, 
1979:324).
At the same time, this period from the ninth century on is where the 
Pericope Adulterae begins to be found with more regularity in Greek 
manuscripts (Brown, 1966-1970:335). Manuscripts from this period that 
include the pericope are F, G, H, U, r ,  and Q, all of which are from the 
ninth and tenth centuries and of the Byzantine text type. A few earlier 
manuscripts such as Codex Petropolitanus (n ) of the sixth century (Aland 
and Aland, 1989:113) and Codex Basiliensis (E) of the eighth century 
(Metzger, 2005:52),293 include all of or portions of John 7:53-8:11 noted 
with asterisks or obeli. These marking could either signify that the passage 
is “important” both for study/public reading or that the scribe was uncertain 
about the passage’s canonical status even though it was included. Given the 
textual history of the pericope, it is safe to assume that these markings 
indicate uncertainty rather than highlighting significance, unless the 
significance highlighted is that the passage has been re-inserted. Similarly 
Codex Tischendorfianus III (A) of the ninth century and 028 (S) of the tenth 
century include the passage with the additional scribal markings (Metzger, 
2005:56, 58). The significance of these markings is open to debate and will 
be discussed in later sections. For now it is simply noted that all of the 
manuscripts at the very least point to scribal knowledge of the text and 
perhaps uncertainty about its origin. Both codices are classified as 
Byzantine. Manuscript 047 (eighth or perhaps ninth century) also has John 
8:3-11 but omits 7:53-8:2. Robinson (2000:35-59) has theorized that this is 
due to the fact that 047 was constructed out of the lectionary text.294 This 
theory was actually suggested earlier by von Soden (1923), but neither has
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293 Lührmann (1990) concludes that the Latin text may have influenced the Greek 
text in Codex Basiliensis (Knust, 2005:522 note 132), but this is uncertain. 
Given that the manuscript includes the pericope with an obelisk, it does not prove 
to be a strong witness for inclusion anyway.
294 Robinson has attempted to demonstrate what the Lectionary system has done to 
such passages as the Pericope Adulterae. He cites several appearances of the 
pericope in different manuscripts that show various omissions of verses. Cf. 
MSS 900 includes 7:53, but omits 8:1-11. MSS 344 (x),237(xi), 754, 937, 1168, 
2133, 2386, 2693 (xi), 105, 2757 (xii), 759, 2525, 2533 (xiii), 228, 889 (xiv) 
include 7:53-8:2 but omit 8:3-11. Manuscripts 1298, 2804 (xiii) include 7:53­
8:2, followed by 8:12 in the main text, with the Pericope Adulterae at the end of 
John. MSS 1458, 1663 (x) and 2292 (xiii) have 7:53-8:2 as main text, followed 
by 8:12, but 8:3-11 supplied on a later leaf or in margin by corrector.
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gained much of a hearing; most textual critics ignore the witness of these 
manuscripts because they are all of the Byzantine text type. The Alands 
(1989:106-107) classify them as Category V manuscripts, signifying that 
they are virtually to be ignored in any efforts to reconstruct the New 
Testament text.
In addition to this, later minuscule manuscripts such as 28, 700, 892, 
1009, 1010, 1071, 1079, 1195, 1216, 1344, 1365, 1546, 1646, 2148, and 
2174 include the Pericope Adulterae with no additional markings. These 
minuscules are all late witnesses with the earliest being 892, of the ninth 
century. Most scholars appear to side with Aland and Aland (1989:142), 
who consider all of these minuscules to be “irrelevant” for establishing the 
original form of the text because of the prevalence of the Byzantine text type 
in these manuscripts; however, given that no history of the Byzantine text 
has been developed to date their witnesses should not be completely 
dismissed as of yet. This is something that even the Alands acknowledge in 
spite their claims of irrelevancy.
Finally, a few late manuscripts include these twelve verses but in 
alternate locations in the Gospel of John, and some even place the passage 
within the Gospel of Luke: Manuscript 225 places the pericope after John 
7:36, Family 1 (f1) places it after John 21:24 or 25, and Family 13 (f13) after 
Luke 21:38. All of these are late manuscripts that bear little weight in 
determining the origin of the passage. Family 1 (1, 118, 131, and 209) are 
all from the twelfth to fourteenth centuries and bear some resemblance to 
the ninth century manuscript, 0 ,295 showing possible “Caesarean” influence 
(Metzger, 2005:61). Family 13 (13, 69, 124, 230, 346, 543, 788, 826, 828, 
983, 1689, and 1709) are all from the eleventh to fifteenth centuries and also 
resemble the “Caesarean” text type (Ibid). Salvoni (1960:14) suggests that it 
is likely that they represent an older text from Syria, but this is uncertain. 
What is certain is the fact that these manuscripts most likely highlight the 
instability of the text and perhaps the difficulty of an insertion (or re­
insertion) of the passage in later centuries (see section 4.0 below).
2 .1 2  A n a ly s is  o f  G reek  P a p yr i/M a n u scr ip ts
The significance of The Greek papyri/manuscripts can be summarized 
as follows: 1) Of the nine earliest papyri and manuscripts, only one includes 
the Pericope Adulterae, the fifth century Codex Bezae (D). 2) Though the 
vast majority of the earliest texts omit the pericope, nearly all of them show
295 While the related manuscripts of Family 1 “misplace” the Pericope Adulterae, as 
indicated above, 0  omits the pericope altogether. This is an obvious difference, 
but a relationship between the manuscripts has still been suggested.
possible signs that John 7:53-8:11 was at least known as a text/variant in 
other manuscripts. 3) Spaces, dots, and asterisks/umlaut may have been 
used to indicate that scribes knowingly omitted the pericope in the 
manuscripts being reproduced or that the exemplars from which these 
scribes copied from had knowingly omitted the verses. 4) Many of these 
early texts also appear to have possible lectionary influence, which could 
provide possible reason for omission of the Pericope Adulterae if 
preparation for public reading included skipping or passing over verses for 
readings of particular occasions. 5) The earliest of all Greek manuscripts 
and papyri in our possession today (P66, P75, Sinaiticus, and Vaticanus) 
appear to all come from the same region, Alexandria, and thus 6) may only 
form one or two actual witnesses since the manuscripts may be related. 7) 
Many of the later manuscripts such as W, L, and 0  show signs of possible 
Alexandrian influence (Aland and Aland, 1989:335), similar to these earlier 
witnesses.
Based on the manuscripts described above, it can be approximated that 
the Pericope Adulterae was likely included in some manuscripts (which are 
now lost to us) as early as the 340 A.D. This is established largely on the 
witness of Codex Vaticanus, which appears to demonstrate scribal 
knowledge of the passage; though John 7:53-8:11 is not included in this 
codex, there are visible scribal markings, either for liturgical purpose or 
marking awareness of additional material that is knowingly omitted from the 
manuscript. It is also possible that the pericope was in existence in certain 
manuscripts, perhaps as early as 200 A.D. (or 175 A.D. depending on the 
dating of P75) if it is assumed that the umlaut present in P66 and P75 indicate 
knowledge of the text. This is something that textual critics cannot be 
entirely certain about, for the Pericope Adulterae is clearly missing from the 
four earliest manuscripts in our possession, the aforementioned P66, P75, and 
Codex Vaticanus, along with Codex Sinaiticus. The first demonstrable 
appearance is that of the much maligned, fifth century Codex Bezae. The 
inclusion here is followed by sporadic inclusion in later manuscripts until 
the text appears to find a permanent home later in the ninth and tenth 
centuries.
The first two hundred years of our Greek textual evidence regarding the 
Pericope Adulterae consists of four texts that may be related to one another 
(Hodges, 1979:323). All are Egyptian, all are Alexandrian text type, and 
most show evidence of the existence of John 7:53-8:11, likely as an omitted 
variant. It has been noted that Egypt was the center of the most varied texts 
until the development of the Alexandrian text (Aland and Aland, 1989:70); 
it is difficult to know what role these varied early texts may have played in 
the history of the Pericope Adulterae. Perhaps it is not all that surprising 
that manuscripts such as P66, P75, a, B, T, W, a n d  L omit the passage, for all
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these manuscripts are connected with the Alexandrian tradition which seems 
to habitually favor omissions (Streeter, 1924:123ff), a subject which will be 
discussed in greater detail later. At the very least, the region of Alexandria 
was hardly the center of early Church (Aland and Aland, 1989: 172-173), 
and perhaps then should not be considered to be so authoritative in regards 
to manuscript evidence.
Due to the fact that there are some connections between these ancient 
texts, it is not unreasonable to postulate that these four may have even been 
derived from a single parental exemplar which lies far back in the stream of 
transmission and that this parental exemplar may be the original source of 
omission. Zane Hodges (1979:324) argues for this, and while he admits that 
this theory cannot be proven, he also adds that neither can such a theory be 
disproven. In a somewhat rare occurrence, Bruce Metzger (2005:130) and 
Zane Hodges appear to agree in regards to textual criticism; Metzger 
(2005:245-246) suggests that if nine out of ten manuscripts agree but the 
nine in agreement have a common source, then the manuscripts cancel each 
other out. In essence, Metzger is claiming that a group of manuscripts that 
are related to a similar source count only as one witness. Though there may 
be ancient witnesses against the text, they may only be one ancient witness 
against the text, the “family-related” Greek manuscripts of Egypt (Hodges, 
1979:323; Hugenberger, 2006). Still this one witness is an early, powerful 
witness against the Pericope Adulterae’s inclusion in the Gospel of John. 
Counter to this, there may also be another powerful witness fo r  inclusion, 
Codex Bezae. Though this manuscript is often written-off due to its unusual 
text, it has been demonstrated above that the portion of the manuscript that 
includes the Pericope Adulterae is unlike much of the codex. The primitive 
form of the story lends itself to authenticity and provides evidence that the 
passage was included in some Greek manuscripts in early centuries. This is 
added to the evidence of scribal awareness (ultimately resulting omission) in 
the four earlier manuscripts of P66, P75, Sinaiticus, and Vaticanus.
3 .0  A d d i t i o n a l  Ve r s i o n a l  E v id e n c e
The above analysis, however, only addresses the question of antiquity 
within one language. As stated in the introduction, the independence of the 
witnesses must be considered as well, that is the omission/inclusion of the 
various versions/translations of the Pericope Adulterae. At the same time, 
this can prove to be difficult, for it is virtually impossible to determine 
which exemplars were used to copy these versions into other tongues (Aland 
and Aland, 1989:172; Metzger, 2005:68). Likewise, it is often difficult to 
determine if versions were translated from a Greek base and/or how these 
versions were modified at later times (Aland and Aland, 1989:185). 
Further, some of the earliest versions appear to have been poorly translated
(Metzger, 2005:67). This is presumably due to the fact that the translation 
of the New Testament into these languages often served as the first literary 
work of its kind, occasionally with alphabets having to be developed in 
order to accommodate the translation (Aland and Aland, 1989:185).
In regards to the Pericope Adulterae, the evidence is mixed. Many 
versions contain John 7:53-8:11 in some copies while omitting it in others. 
The range varies from version to version; the majority of many versions 
includes the pericope, while in the others, the majority finds the text 
missing. Of these additional versions, the Pericope Adulterae is found in 
varying degree in the Arabic (ninth century); the Persian (seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries), the Ethiopic (Amharic, thirteenth century or later); the 
Palestinian Syriac (Aramaic, circa twelfth and thirteenth centuries), syrpal; 
the Anglo-Saxon (tenth century); the Old Latin (pre-Vulgate translation 
sometimes referred to as the “Itala”), itaur, itc, itd, ite, itff2, itj, ittag, itr; the 
Vulgate (also stated by Jerome circa 384 A.D., see section 9.4 below); later 
Latin manuscripts; and the Philoxenian Syriac (possibly of the early sixth 
century), syrhms. The Philoxenian manuscripts often display the verses 
partly in the margin or with remarks indicating that the verses are not found 
in all copies (Davidson, 1848:346). In addition to these manuscripts, the 
Pericope Adulterae is found in a few  copies of the Coptic (copbomss), 
Armenian (armmss)296, and Syriac (syrhms, syrpal) manuscripts. The flip-side 
of this argument is that most copies of the Coptic (copbomss, copsa, copach2), 
Syriac (syrc, syrs, syrp), and Armenian (armmss, beginning with the late ninth 
century manuscripts) versions omit John 7:53-8:11. Added to this, the 
Gothic (goth, sixth century), Georgian (geo, ninth century), and Slavonic 
(slav, tenth century) all omit the verses as well. Some of the more important 
Latin manuscripts, such as ita, itf, itl*, and itq also omit the pericope. These 
are witnesses against the inclusion of the pericope, but like the witnesses for 
inclusion discussed above, other than the Coptic and Syriac, few appear to 
be too significant. The reasoning is discussed in greater detail below.
3 .1  L a tin
Though there are more known Latin manuscripts in our possession today 
than any other version, it is presumably the Old Latin or the “pre-Jerome 
translations” (Burton, 2000:5) along with the Vulgate manuscripts that 
factor most heavily into the present discussion. This is due to the fact that 
the former are the only manuscripts that come from an early enough time 
period to be considered worthy of consideration, and that the latter is
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296 One Armenian manuscript includes the pericope after Luke 24:35 and another
includes the passage after John 21:25 similar to Family 1.
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generally believed to be based upon the Old Latin and ancient Greek 
witnesses, possibly interlinear renderings of the Greek (Metzger, 2005:72, 
270). The earliest versions of the Latin text exists in Tertullian’s quotations 
of the New Testament circa 195 A.D., though there is no direct evidence of 
the use of Latin texts until Cyprian in around 250 A.D. (Aland and Aland, 
1989:186-187). The Latin would eventually become more common, but the 
problem is that the Old Latin manuscripts appear to be often somewhat 
careless translations plagued by errors and at times divergent from each 
other (Koester, 1995:34; Rogerson and Lieu, 2006:227). Jerome apparently 
complained about this to Pope Damasus as he collated these manuscripts in 
developing the Vulgate (see the preface to his translation of the Four 
Gospels, Novum opus). Ambrose and Augustine appears to have complained 
of such difficulties with the Old Latin as well (Aland and Aland, 1989:187).
The copies in possession today date from the fourth to thirteenth 
centuries, with the most important witnesses for the present discussion being 
Codex Aureus (aur, eighth century), Codex Vercellensis (a , fourth century, 
presumably before 371 A.D.), Codex Veronensis (b, fifth century),297 
Codex Palatinus (e, fifth century), Codex Corbiensis ( f2, fifth or sixth 
century), and the Latin side of Codex Bezae (d, fifth century).298 All of 
these manuscripts include the Pericope Adulterae. The additional Old Latin 
manuscripts that include the pericope are of later centuries: Codex 
Colbertinus (c, twelfth century) and the “giant codex,” Codex Gigas (gig, 
thirteenth century).
The text type of each of these manuscripts is predominantly Western 
(Metzger, 2005:72). Therefore, the Old Latin is generally regarded as a 
secondary witness, taking a backseat to the Alexandrian Greek texts (Aland 
and Aland, 1989:189-190). Still these witnesses are witnesses fo r  the 
inclusion of the Pericope Adulterae in the Gospel of John at the fourth 
century at the very latest (Willker, 2007:11; Knust, 2006:489-490). This 
could perhaps be earlier depending on one’s view the exemplars of these 
manuscripts. Much like the discussion regarding Codex Bezae, the 
manuscript may not be extremely old, but they likely record a text that is 
much older (Westcott and Hort, 1881; Aland and Aland, 1989:13-18, 69; 
Knust, 2006:506). Hodges (1979:328) notes that the inclusion of the 
pericope in the Old Latin is “fully consistent with a high view of [the
297 The portion of the Gospel of John that would contain the Pericope Adulterae is 
missing; however, it is likely that the manuscript included the pericope 
(Buchanan, 1911:7-9).
298 Alford, 1863:777; McMillan, 1959:19; Metzger, 2005:73-74.
pericope’s] antiquity.” Most scholars, however, remain unconvinced of 
such a view.
The Latin Vulgate carries a similar stigma. This text was circulated as 
the official Roman Catholic Church text from the seventh century on, but it 
was authorized and translated dating back to the fourth century. Damasus 
charged Jerome with the duty of providing a standard Latin text for the 
Church. By 384 A.D., Jerome had finished the Gospels, but it would take 
him another couple of decades to complete the entire canon (Sutcliffe, 
1969:83-84). His later work mostly focused on the Old Testament; therefore, 
some question the reliability of his later New Testament translation of Acts 
and the Epistles (Metzger, 2005:76). The Alands (1989:191) even question 
whether or not Jerome is responsible for the translation at all for these later 
portions of the New Testament at all. Fortunately, the Gospel of John and 
the sections including the Pericope Adulterae are not part of the questioned 
later translation, so this debate bears little on the present discussion.
In regards to the Pericope Adulterae, Jerome did include it in his 
translation of the Gospel of John and in 385 A.D., commenting that it “is 
found in many copies both Greek and Latin” (Pelag. 2:17). It is likely that 
the Greek texts that were used for his translation were of the Alexandrian 
text type, a fact that is highly significant given that in previous discussions 
the Alexandrian text generally seem to be void of the Pericope Adulterae. 
Unfortunately, this cannot be confirmed; as Bernard (1976:716) observes, 
Jerome used manuscripts that are now “now extant.” Still, Jerome’s 
statement is significant. It is also an acknowledgement that the pericope 
was not in all manuscripts. According to Jerome, the Pericope Adulterae 
enjoyed widespread acceptance, but this was not universal acceptance. One 
can only speculate that such manuscripts as Sinaiticus and Vaticanus were 
among those that did not include the passage, but is also likely that Jerome 
used exemplars that were much older than these two (Fuller, 1975:146). As 
for the Latin exemplars, Jerome expressed apparent frustration over the lack 
of congruity in the Old Latin, and there is no certainty about which 
manuscripts were used. Further complicating the matter is the fact that later 
scribes appear to have modified Jerome’s text in order to harmonize it with 
the Old Latin versions (Bernard, 1976:716).
Today, there are over 8,000 Vulgate manuscripts that “exhibit the 
greatest amount of cross-contamination of textual types” (Metzger, 
2005:76). Of these manuscripts, the following are generally regarded as the 
best manuscripts: Codex Amiatinus (A, eighth century), Codex Cavensis (C, 
ninth century), Codex Dublinensis (D, eighth or ninth century), Codex 
Fuldensis (F, sixth century), Codex Mediolanensis (M, early sixth century), 
Lindisfarne Gospels (Y, circa 700 A.D.), Codex Harleianus (Z, sixth or 
seventh century), Sangallensis (£, late fifth century), and Golden Gospels
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(Caroligian Codices, late seventh or early eighth century)(Aland and Aland, 
1989:192; Metzger, 2005:77-78). The validity of the Vulgate’s witness will 
continue to be questioned, and much of the weight of its evidence will rest 
upon Jerome’s quotation regarding John 7:53-8:11. Therefore, this 
conversation will be further continued in later sections on Patristic 
Witnesses (section 9.4). For now, it is simply noted that though secondary, 
the Latin Vulgate as well as much of the Old Latin are witnesses fo r  the 
inclusion of the Pericope Adulterae in the Fourth Gospel.
3 .2  A ra b ic  &  P ers ia n
Even worse, the Arabic manuscripts are considered to be irrelevant to the 
discussion, for though most were translated from Greek, Syriac, or Coptic 
exemplars, the manuscripts may have also been translated and corrected 
from multiple languages (Kenyon, 1912:195-196; Metzger, 2005:85). Such 
a difficult transmission history is problematic for the current discussion. 
Further, the earliest known Arabic manuscript is from the ninth century.
Similarly, it is said of the Persian versions that they “scream” of 
irrelevance, due to the fact that the two known manuscripts date to the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (Metzger, 2005:86). Therefore, even 
though the Pericope Adulterae is found in varying degree in both the Arabic 
and Persian versions, neither will be considered heavily for the present 
discussion.
3 .3  P a le s tin ia n /P h ilo x e n ia n  S yriac
The Palestinian Syriac is not usually discussed with the other Syriac 
versions, with the exception of Metzger (2005:68ff), although it is indirectly 
related to them (Aland and Aland, 1989:199). The dates of these 
manuscripts are very much debated; however, the earliest manuscripts are 
believed to have been from the sixth century (Ibid) or perhaps from the fifth 
(Metzger, 2005:71). Unfortunately, the only copies known to exist today are 
twelfth and thirteenth century lectionaries of the Gospels (Ibid).
Likewise, the Philoxenian Syriac (or Harclean) includes the pericope, but 
its past is extremely checkered, and therefore it is not regarded as a 
trustworthy witness (Hodges, 1979:327). Some believe that it was written 
around 507 A.D. (Aland and Aland, 1989:197), but it is thought to have 
been later revised in 616 A.D. by Thomas of Harkel (Heraclea) who added 
to the margins certain readings that were felt to be important (Davidson, 
1848:346; Metzger, 2005:70-71). Later Syriac manuscripts include the 
pericope, but many do so in the margin or as an appendix to the Gospel 
(Ehrman, 1988:26 note 18). Neither the Palestinian nor the Philoxenian 
Syriac will be discussed as a primary witness.
3 .4  A n g lo -S a x o n
The Anglo-Saxon, or Old English, manuscripts provide additional late 
witnesses for the inclusion John 7:53-8:11; however, much like other 
versions discussed, they are not considered strong witnesses. This is 
primarily the case because the Anglo-Saxon is believed to have been derived 
from Latin, not Greek (Aland and Aland, 1989:214). The Gospel of John is 
generally regarded the translation work of Bede (Michaelis, 1823:158; 
Metzger, 1977:444-445), who is believed to have commented on the 
Pericope Adulterae along with John 8:12 in the seventh century (Homilies 
on the Gospels 1.25), but little is known about this connection (Atherton, 
2000:128; Oden, 2006:272ff). Equally troublesome for the present 
discussion is the fact that none of the early manuscripts have survived, only 
those which are tenth century or later. Therefore, the Anglo-Saxon is not 
regarded as a sufficient witness.
3 .5  A rm e n ia n  & S la vo n ic
The Armenian version has questionable origins and is possibly related to 
Tatian’s Diatessaron (Metzger, 2005:82). If not tied to Tatian, it is likely 
then based upon the Syriac text (Aland and Aland, 1989:205). The 
Armenian text type is mixed, and it is believed that the earliest version has 
been revised in the twelfth century (Ibid). Metzger (2005:82) disputes this 
claiming that this occurred prior to the eighth century. The evidence is 
mixed for the Armenian, with some manuscripts including the pericope and 
others omitting it. Although there are more known manuscript copies of the 
Armenian than any other version other than the Vulgate (Ibid), this bears 
little on the present discussion, for the earliest manuscript known today is 
from the ninth century (Kenyon, 1912:172; Aland and Aland, 1989:205).299
Similarly, the Slavonic versions of the ninth century are considered to be 
too late to be relevant. These manuscripts are believed to have been 
translated from a Greek lectionary text and reflect a mostly Byzantine text 
with a few earlier mixed readings (Aland and Aland, 1989:21; Metzger, 
2005:85). The Slavonic appears to widely omit the Pericope Adulterae, 
which interesting given that it is presumably a version based on Byzantine 
text. It is possible that a Lectionary Text theory could be used to account 
for the absence of the pericope in this version, but given that the Slavonic 
witnesses is not highly regarded, no discussion will be offered at the present 
time.
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includes the passage after John 21:25 similar to Family 1.
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3 .6  G o th ic  &  G eo rg ia n
The Gothic version appears to have been translated directly from the 
Greek, but due to its strong Byzantine connections, it is often ignored in 
reconstructions of the New Testament (Aland and Aland, 1989:210). The 
earliest manuscript is Codex Argenteus (also known as “The Silver Bible”), 
dated to the sixth century, containing the Gospels in the Western order 
similar to Bezae (Kenyon, 1912:240; Aland and Aland, 1989:212). Almost 
all the other Gothic manuscripts are palimpsests (Metzger, 2005:82). The 
Gothic is earlier than many other versions, but since there is no way to 
determine which Greek text served as the exemplar it is difficult to ascertain 
much from a study of this version. Still, it stands as a witness against the 
inclusion of John 7:53-8:11, for virtually all the Gothic manuscripts omit the 
pericope.
The Georgian version is later, with earliest known manuscripts being 
Adysh of the ninth century and Opiza and Tbet of the tenth (Metzger, 
2005:83). These best serve as a witnesses to the Old Syriac rather than the 
Greek, though it has apparent ties to Greek lectionaries (Aland and Aland, 
1992:205). There is also evidence of a possible revision from the Greek that 
may have occurred in the tenth century (Kenyon, 1912:174). The witness is 
not very substantial because it is later and has connections to the lectionary 
text. Nevertheless, the Georgian versions do omit the Pericope Adulterae in 
numerous manuscripts.
3 .7  C o p tic  &  S yriac
The same cannot be said about the Coptic and Syriac versions; both 
provide much for discussion. Coptic versions actually include several sub­
versions: Sahidic, Bohairic, Protobohairic Akhimimic, sub-Akhimimic, 
Memphitic, Thebaic, Middle Egyptian, and Fayyumic (Kenyon, 1912:176­
181; Aland and Aland, 1989:200). The earliest manuscript known today 
that includes all of or at the least the portions of the Gospel of John relevant 
to the present discussion are a fourth century Bohairic manuscript, a fourth 
century Sahidic codex, and a papyrus codex of sub-Achmimic dated to 355­
375 A.D. (Metzger, 1977:110). Each omits the Pericope Adulterae (Metzger, 
2005:80-81). This may not be all that surprising given the fact that the 
Coptic appears to be very close to the Alexandrian text (Aland and Aland, 
1989:200-201), which as evidenced above tends to omit the pericope.
The Syriac version is likewise descriptive of several sub-versions: the 
Old Syriac, the Peshitta, the Philoxenian, and the Palestinian Syriac 
(Metzger, 2005:68), all of which have ties to Tatian’s Diatessaron (Aland 
and Aland, 1989:192). The latter two sub-versions have already been 
discussed above. The Old Syriac is preserved in two incomplete Gospel 
manuscripts, Curetonianus (syrc) and Sinaiticus (syrs, not to be confused
with the Greek manuscript a)(Metzger, 2005:69). Both are believed to be of 
the fifth century origin, with the latter possibly coming from the late fourth 
century (Aland and Aland, 1989:193). The texts are not identical, but both 
clearly show influence from the Diatessaron (Ibid). Contrasted with this, 
there are over 350 known Peshitta (also known as the Syriac Vulgate) 
manuscripts, the earliest of which dates to the fifth century. The Peshitta is 
believed to have been developed well before 431 A.D. (Metzger, 2005:69), 
and while it is upheld as the main Syriac version even to the present, it is 
most likely a revision of the Old Syriac (Ibid, 197). Most suggest that the 
Peshitta omits the pericope, but Comfort comments that the Peshitta does in 
fact include the text (Comfort, 1992:144). These Syriac versions prove to 
be early versional witnesses against the Pericope Adulterae. However, it 
should be noted that influence from the Diatessaron could have affected the 
inclusion of these verses. Likewise, because there is some evidence that the 
Syriac readings may be derived from Egypt (Zevros, 2005:3), the omission 
can be accounted for as well. Still, such theories are unproven; the Peshitta 
argues against the inclusion of John 7:53-8:11.
3 .8  E th io p ic
Finally, the Ethiopic version does contain the Pericope Adulterae, but 
this is again is not a very powerful witness. This is due to the fact that the 
earliest manuscript is from the tenth or eleventh century, the “Abba-Garima” 
manuscript (Aland and Aland, 1989:210). Though it represents a text type 
similar to A and C, it shows both Arabic and Coptic influences (Ibid).300 
The Ethiopic version is controversial because it is unknown whether the 
Gospels were translated from the Greek or the Syriac (Ibid, 209). Ethiopic 
tradition holds that the version was finished around 678 A.D., though much 
of the history is clouded. Some scholars date the earliest manuscripts to the 
fourth century, while others attribute it to the sixth (Metzger, 2005:84). 
Burgon (1896:249) has suggested that the tradition may be dated to the fifth 
century, but such suggestions appear to have done little to increase the 
relevancy of the Ethiopic witness. Without possession of these actual 
manuscripts this is difficult to determine a precise date.
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more substantial witness; if it instead is derived from the Syriac, there is not as much 
provided for discussion. The exception would be the fact that many of the Syriac 
versions do not include John 7:53-8:11. This begs the question for both possibilities: 
how did it find its way into the Ethiopic version if in fact the Pericope Adulterae was not 
in either tradition?
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3 .9  A n a ly s is  o f  V ers io n a l E v id en ce
In weighing the versional evidence, it must first be noted that on neither 
side of the argument do we have any original version manuscripts. 
Approximate dates have been set for the translations of these versions, but 
with no original exemplars or copies it cannot be fully determined whether 
or not the Pericope Adulterae was included in the original translations into 
these various languages. One can speculate based on its presence or absence 
in later manuscripts, but we cannot know for sure. Secondly, though many 
of the “Egyptian” versions, such as the Sahidic Coptic and the sub- 
Akhmimic Coptic versions, the older Bohairic Coptic manuscripts, and the 
oldest manuscripts of the Peshitta, omit the pericope, it is likely of no great 
surprise if certain theories of the relationship between these manuscripts and 
the Alexandrian traditions are indeed valid. Hodges (1979:318-327) 
suggests that all of these versions reflect the tendency to omit a passage 
which may have become offensive; the Pericope Adulterae is thus 
considered by Hodges to be such a passage. This theory of omission is 
compatible with the suggestion offered earlier that the oldest of the most 
favored form of the Greek text in Egypt likewise omitted the passage. At 
the same time, such a theory is difficult to validate. There is arguably no 
other passage like John 7:53-8:11 with which to compare; however, when 
one considers the pericope itself, there may be evidence for consideration. 
For example, consider the Bohairic Coptic version. Out of thirty-eight 
copies of the Bohairic version, the Pericope Adulterae is found in fifteen 
(though in three varying forms) while being found wanting in the remaining 
twenty-three copies (Burgon, 1896:249; Fuller, 1975:146). While the 
majority omits the pericope, it seems odd that a passage of such a 
controversial nature is thus found in nearly 40% of the copies. One could 
speculate, as Burgon (1896:249) does, that the Pericope Adulterae was part 
of the earlier Memphitic version from which the Bohairic version is derived, 
but there is no proof. Still, it must be asked, is it an easier hypothesis to 
suggest that the pericope was omitted from the Bohairic text rather than 
inserted in it?
Further complicating the witness of the Syriac is the fact that the 
translation was likely based off of Tatian’s Diatessaron, not the four 
Gospels themselves (Aland and Aland, 1989:192-193). This has created 
numerous translation problems and has led to constant revision throughout 
the history of the version. It also provides an additional possibility for the 
omission of the Pericope Adulterae, since Tatian may have chosen not to 
harmonize the pericope since it finds no parallels in the Synoptics. This is 
admittedly speculation, but it is not impossible to see how this could have 
affected the later Syriac version.
Finally, it is worth noting that of all the versions, the earliest witness is 
that of the Latin Vulgate, which does include the pericope. Of course, the 
evidence is once again lacking an original manuscript. There are no known 
original Greek or Latin exemplars that were used to create the Vulgate; 
instead the evidence hangs on Jerome’s own words regarding the inclusion 
of John 7:53-8:11, a subject which will discuss in greater detail in section 
9.4. For now it can simply be observed that though this evidence may be 
secondary in nature, it still carries much weight. The known scribe of a 
particular version speaks favorably of the Pericope Adulterae in light of his 
observation of the passage’s existence in earlier manuscripts. Later versions 
in possession today cannot boast such a claim.
In summary, we are left with very inconclusive direct evidence, but 
slightly more-conclusive indirect evidence. The Pericope Adulterae has a 
mixed record in the additional versions of the New Testament, with some 
omitting the passage and others including it. Most of the manuscripts are 
classified as Category V with the occasional Category IV by the Alands 
(1989:106-107), meaning that little attention is given towards these texts in 
regards to reconstructing the original New Testament text. There are nearly 
no early copies of these versions, and with the exception of the Vulgate and 
Jerome’s statement regarding the John 7:53-8:11, one does not find much to 
sway the argument for or against the inclusion of the passage.
4 .0  “M i s p l a c e m e n t ”
Before moving on to what is hoped to be a more fruitful discussion in 
regards to the Patristic witnesses, pause is given in order to address several 
issues and theories related to the papyri/manuscript evidence. First is the 
rather unusual issue of the misplacement of the Pericope Adulterae within 
the canon of the New Testament. Some scholars find significance in the fact 
that a few manuscripts that include the Pericope Adulterae do so in a variety 
of different locations.301 Lightfoot (1983:346) points out that the number of 
misplacements is greater than that of any other part of the New Testament. 
The following diagram is similar to that which has recently been developed 
by Chris Keith (2009:113-114), demonstrating the alternate locations of the
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301 Cf. Zahn, 1909:346; Cadbury, 1917:237-244; Lightfoot, 1983:346; Burge, 
1984:143-144; Aland and Aland, 1989:310; Witherington, 1995:362; Parker, 
1997:96; Peterson, 1997:193; Carson, 2000:333; Robinson, 2000:41-42; Harris, 
1996-2006-2006; Keith, 2009:113-114.
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pericope. This chart can be confirmed with David Parker’s (1997:96) work
as well.302
Diagram 9.0
Manuscript(s) Location of the Pericope
Date of (Earliest) 
Manuscript
Majority of MSS, 
earliest of which are: 
Vulgate; Codex D; Old 
Latin e, f f2, j, aur, r1
John 7:53-8:11 384 A.D.
f1, Armenian MSS End of the 
Gospel of John
ninth/tenth century; late 
ninth century
Georgian MSS, Tbilisi 
Institute H 1741; St. 
Catherine's 16; Vatican 
Lib. 1
John 7:44 tenth-eleventh century
114, 476, 1349, et al. After John 8:12 tenth century
1333 corrector End of the 
Gospel of Luke
eleventh century (MSS 
date)
f13 After Luke 21:38 eleventh century
196, 240, 244, et al. After John 8:12a twelfth century
225, 1128 After John 7:36 twelfth century
302 Herman Waetjen (2005:233 note 36) claims that the Pericope Adulterae is found 
after Luke 21:39 and after Mark 12:17 in some manuscripts, but he does not list 
them. There is no evidence of either location. In addition to this, Scrivener 
(1894:366) lists the alternate locations: 1, 19, 20, 129, 135, 207, 215, 301, 347, 
478, 604, 629 at the end of the Gospel of John; 13, 69, 124, 346, 566 at the end 
of the Gospel of Luke, but there appears to be no corroboration of such a claim.
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284 corrector After John 10:36 thirteenth century (MSS date)
981 After John 8:20 thirteenth century
286 After John 8:13 1432 A.D.
2691 After John 8:14a fifteenth century
Such misplacement has been described as one of the surest signs of the 
secondary character of a text (Zahn, 1909:346; Aland and Aland, 1989:310; 
Carson, 2000:333). Witherington (1995:362) argues that this is more 
forceful than the pericope’s omission in more ancient manuscripts, but this 
is debatable. These odd placements of the twelve verses have led to various 
speculations about the passage. For example, William Peterson (1997:193) 
suggests that this demonstrates that the pericope is a “floating logion” that 
never had firm footing within the Fourth Gospel. At the very least, it can be 
acknowledged that such misplacement demonstrates a very complex textual 
history (Keith, 2008:379).
Still others, such as Cadbury (1917:237-44) and McLachlan (1920: 
240ff), have suggested that the appearance of the verses in Luke proves that 
the pericope is actually a Lukan text rather than Johannine. These 
suggestions have warranted little support to date, regardless of the fact that 
they may have been buoyed by the appearance of so-called “Lukan” 
vocabulary in the pericope. Such claims have not proven to be very 
substantial, as evidenced in Chapter 5. Similarly, it can be noted that the 
cursive codices that include John 7:53-8:11 in Luke are all from the same 
family, the Ferrar Group (also known as Family 13 or f13).303 They are all 
related, and therefore, likely represent only one witness. Against some like 
McLachlan (1920:240ff) who argue that this further demonstrates a Lukan 
origin of the pericope, the misplacement of the pericope in the Gospel of 
Luke can sufficiently be explained as less than desirable attempt to insert or 
re-insert the text into the canon at a later date. This may further be 
explained by the lectionary practice, for Luke 21:12-19 was read on October 
7th followed by the Pericope Adulterae on October 8th in association with St.
303 Manuscript 1333c also places John 8:3-11after Luke 24:53.
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Pelagia, possibly lending to the inclusion of the pericope following Luke 
21:38.304
The few similarities that the Pericope Adulterae finds with Luke 21 may 
have provided enough support for an attempt to work the text into the Third 
Gospel. Though there may be a few similarities, we should recognize that if 
the Pericope Adulterae is inserted after Luke 21:38 that the text reads 
awkwardly due to repetitions of phrases provided by these additional twelve 
verse, pôç o laoç, en tw Lepw/eLj to Lepon, and eij to opoç to KaloUmenon 
’ElaLwn / eLç to opoç twn eiaLwn (see section 8.0 in Chapter 5). It seems 
unreasonable to insist that this must be an attempt of certain scribes to 
reconstruct a different version of the Gospel of Luke, especially when one 
considers the fact that the Ferrar Group (f13) appears to contain additional 
misplacements. For example, "the agony and bloody sweat" of Luke 22:43­
44 is misplaced in the Ferrar Group between verses 39 and 40 of Matthew 
26.305 Discussions of Lukan origins appear to be fruitless.
Further, discussions of misplacement tend to exaggerate the situation, for 
all of the manuscript evidence for alternate locations of John 7:53-8:11 are 
late ninth century or later, (see section 2.11 above), with some as late as the 
fifteenth century. Similarly, there are relatively few of these late 
manuscripts (sixteen in total) that actually misplace the text. Some of these 
manuscripts may even label the pericope as coming eK tou Kata Iwannou 
(Robinson, 2000:43, 45), further dampening arguments of Lukan origin. It 
seems more rational to account for the majority of these misplacements with 
a simple theory of later attempts to insert or re-insert the passage back into 
new manuscript copies. Such a theory is strengthened when it is noted that 
there are a few cases where the verses are dislocated within the Tabernacles 
Discourse of John 7 and 8 (either at John 7:38 or just after 8:12) as opposed 
to other books of the canon. Likewise, the misplacement of the passage at 
the end of the Fourth Gospel could possibly be accounted for by theorizing 
the difficulty of inserting or re-inserting it back into its place between 7:52 
and 8:12 in previously complete, bound manuscripts. One would have to 
destroy existing copies to make the addition/re-insertion.
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Alternately, some suggest that the lectionary practice is the most likely 
explanation for misplacement (Toensing, 1998:169-174; Robinson, 2000:41­
2; Keith, 2009:123), though this theory appears to be largely ignored. The 
theory is, however, not at all untenable. Ross (1992:155) alternatively 
suggests that the pericope was a collection of “floating words” that were 
considered too precious to be lost; scribes desperately searched for a place 
to insert them. Many scholars agree;306 however, van Lopik (1995:286) 
criticizes such views as that of Ross, claiming that while it seems probable 
that the pericope was highly-regarded and thus desirable for the canon, it 
appears to be improbable that scribes could not find an adequate location for 
the text, especially given the contextual and stylistic compatibility already 
demonstrated it the previous chapters.
Ultimately, it is safe to say that though there are some manuscripts which 
locate the Pericope Adulterae in various locations, these manuscripts have 
little evidence to support them as more probable original locales for the 
pericope than those which support the traditional location of the passage. 
This is the case whether the Pericope Adulterae is original to the Fourth 
Gospel or not. Instead, it appears that from the fourth to tenth centuries, the 
traditional location following John 7:52 is the only attested canonical 
manuscript location for the pericope (Keith, 2008:383). The Evangelist, a 
later redactor, or a later scribe intended the Pericope Adulterae to be seated 
in the middle of the Tabernacles Discourse.
5 .0  M a j o r i t y  Te x t  Th e o r i e s
Similar to the discussion above, it is necessary to discuss theories 
relating to the Byzantine manuscripts, often called “Majority Text 
Theories.” This subject has already been covered in some detail in Chapter 
2 (see the sections on John Burgon, David Otis Fuller, Wilbur Pickering, 
Hodges/Farstad, and Pierpont/Robinson), but a few of the main points are 
now highlighted again for further discussion. According to this theory, a 
“Majority Text” is derived that does not correspond exactly to any singular 
manuscript, but is rather developed by comparing all known manuscripts 
with one another in order to determine the majority reading of each 
term/verse (Wallace, 1995:296-297); in other words, it is a statistical 
construct. This “Majority Text” is not necessarily the same thing as Textus 
Recetpus, though most earlier versions of the theory were based on Textus 
Receptus. These majority readings are then assembled together into a single 
text which is supposed to represent “the most accurate reading of the
296
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original text” (Nolan, 1815). The argument is that the majority reading is 
the most accurate reading despite age, location, or any other parameter. 
Simply stated, majority rules. Among others, some proponents of this 
theory include Zane Hodges, Alan Farstad, William Pierpont, Maurice 
Robinson, and perhaps the most ardent advocates for this position Wilbur 
Pickering and John Burgon (Wallace, 1995:296-297). While these scholars 
agree on the basic premise of the theory, there is much disagreement among 
these advocates of the Majority Text over the actual text. Thus, various 
“Majority Texts” have been suggested.307
Majority Text Theories are significant for discussions about the Pericope 
Adulterae, because it has been claimed that a Majority Text indicates that a 
multitude of independent streams of transmission extending back at least to 
the fourth century prove that the Pericope Adulterae was recognized as 
belonging to the Fourth Gospel (Hodges, 1980:41-2). The difficulty is that 
few scholars outside of those mentioned above support this theory. The 
reason: headcounts do not necessarily provide the best evidence 
(Hugenberger, 2006). Each piece of evidence must be weighed and not 
simply counted (Aland and Aland, 1989:280; Metzger, 2005:209). Mere 
numbers of manuscripts supporting a given variant reading do not 
necessarily prove the superiority of the reading (Omanson, 2006:30). The 
idea that the majority of existing Greek manuscripts, most of which are late 
and medieval copies, somehow represents the original text better than any of 
the oldest manuscripts known to us is an idea that is very difficult to 
defend.308 Critics of the theory argue that common sense should tell us that 
a consensus of the earlier copies is likely to be closer to the original text. 
Against this, Majority Text proponents argue that perhaps all of the early 
manuscripts known to us in the present day, each is believed to have derived 
from a deviant kind of text which gained currency only in the area around 
Alexandria (cf. Robinson, 2005). Because these older manuscripts were
307 For a fuller discussion of the Majority Text and a complete critique of such a 
theory see Wallace, D.B., 1995. “The Majority Text Theory: History, Methods, 
and Critique” in The Text o f  the New Testament in Contemporary Research: 
Essays on the Status Quaestionis. Ehrman, B.D. and Holmes, M.W., eds. Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans.
308 One can rely upon faith that a sovereign God can and has preserved the 
Scriptures in a majority of texts, but this is virtually impossible to prove 
(Omanson, 2006:15). Often times this appears to be the presupposition taken by 
those who advocate for a Majority Text Theory. For example, John Burgon 
(1896:12 note 8) says that he is “unable to believe” that God would not preserve 
an accurate Majority Text. Clearly this belief affects his textual criticism.
likely preserved on account of the dry climate of the region (Aland and 
Aland 1989:59; Brown, 2003:202), it is a mere accident of climate that we 
have such ancient manuscripts as Sinaiticus and Vaticanus. However, the 
Alands (1989:59ff) further note that this rebuttal fails to account for ancient 
versional readings; some versions, such as the early Latin and Syriac texts, 
generally agree with the older Greek copies and disagree with the later ones. 
Similarly, it seems unlikely that both Latin and Syriac versions would be 
based upon manuscripts from Alexandria. It is doubtful, though not 
impossible, that Alexandrian would be circulating in Italy and Syria. 
Likewise there are the scripture quotations from the Church Fathers who 
lived outside of Egypt, which tend to offer support in favor of the earlier 
manuscripts.
Of course, in weighing this evidence it can be noted that the earliest 
manuscripts available today may in fact not be the closest to the original 
writings (Brown, 2003:282-283). One must consider what texts all 
manuscripts were copied from. It is possible that some later manuscripts in 
our possession may be direct copies of earlier exemplars than those from 
which the older manuscripts in our possession were copied from. For 
example, if manuscript No. 1 is a fourth century text that was copied from a 
third century manuscript, while manuscript No. 2 is a sixth century text that 
is copied from a second century manuscript, it is possible that manuscript 
No. 2 is closer to the original text than No. 1. This is in spite of the fact that 
manuscript No. 2 is later than manuscript No. 1, for No. 2 was copied from a 
more ancient source than No. 1. This, of course, is also difficult (if not 
impossible) to prove for any manuscript, due to uncertainty about early 
transmission lines of texts.
Similarly, one must be reminded of the fact that an early date for a 
manuscript does not guarantee accuracy. It is possible that erroneous 
transmission lines of the texts could have occurred at any point in time, even 
at earlier stages. Some have even suggested suggestions that most 
corruptions, including omissions and additions occurred prior to the second 
century (cf. Scrivener, 1894:2:264; Colwell, 1969:55; Kilpatrick, 1963:129­
131). Based on this, Hodges (1979:321) argues that to date the Pericope 
Adulterae later than 200 A.D. must be deemed as highly improbable. While 
this is debatable, even Metzger (2005:246) notes that the earliest 
manuscripts are not free from egregious errors. This holds true even though 
the potential for error most likely increases with every copy made, 
especially as copying occurs further from the original composition date. 
Similarly, we can note that the age of any given material does not indicate 
when it was written down or recorded (Anderson, 2001). There may be 
little direct application that can be followed from these suggestions, but the
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textual critic must at the very least keep this in mind in discussions 
regarding the textual evidence.
For now, we must conclude that the Majority Text Theories do not prove 
an early acceptance of the Pericope Adulterae, though they do show later 
support for the text. At the same time, the theory also does not disprove the 
early acceptance of the pericope either. Ultimately, using any such Majority 
Text Theory to defend the authenticity of the Pericope Adulterae within the 
Fourth Gospel detracts from the discussion and does not appear to handle 
textual evidence appropriately. Therefore, no Majority Text Theory will be 
suggested in theories offered in explanation of the addition and/or omission 
of John 7:53-8:11 from the Gospel, even though some observations 
regarding the age of manuscripts and effects of the Egyptian climate will be 
considered.
6 .0  L e c t i o n a r y  Te x t  Th e o r i e s
Another popular theory that surfaces regularly in discussions among 
those who favor the authenticity of the Pericope Adulterae is that which is 
related to the tradition and practice of lectionary texts. The concept of 
Lectionary Text Theory has already been touched upon in earlier discussion 
of many manuscripts that are marked with asterisks, obelisks, etc., and it has 
been suggested that such markings were possibly used as indicators for texts 
that had been removed from public reading and/or to mark pauses and 
breaks for public reading. The idea, however, that the lectionary system of 
the ancient Church may have contributed to, either intentionally or 
unintentionally, the removal of John 7:53-8:11 from the text of the Fourth 
Gospel was not formally discussed; yet, as Zane Hodges (1979:329, 
1980:53) suggests, this is practice that was not uncommon.309 Beyond 
Hodges observation, theories are suggested claiming that the lectionary 
tradition and practice can perhaps most sufficiently account both for the 
absence of the pericope in many manuscripts and the absence of any
309 Ironically, Aileen Guilding (1960:110-112, 214 note 1) suggests that the 
Lectionary text may have actually contributed to the insertion of the pericope into 
John’s Gospel. She suggests that the Lectionary readings of the triennial cycle on 
which the story was based are lections for the last Sabbath of Tishri, which 
immediately follows the Feast of Tabernacles. She asserts that an interpolator 
added the pericope because he understood the Lectionary theme of the Gospel of 
John. Guilding cites allusions to Genesis 38, 39, 2 Samuel 11, Deuteronomy 9, 
and Jeremiah 2. However, Hodges (1980:53 note 24) contests this and suggests 
that if Guilding is correct, she has deduced even more subtle connections within 
the Pericope Adulterae that go beyond any of the normally suggested links, thus 
making “the skill of an ‘alleged’ interpolator” even more magnified.
discussion of these verses by notable Church Fathers (see section 9.7 
below).
This has perhaps most recently been advocated for by Maurice Robinson 
(2000:35-59), though proponents date back to the nineteenth century, 
including John Burgon (1896:259-260), as well as early portions of the 
twentieth century, such as David Otis Fuller (1975:148ff) and Zane Hodges 
(1979:329ff, 1980:53ff). Following the custom of Jewish synagogues, the 
early Christian Church adopted the practice of reading passages from the 
New Testament in worship services (Metzger, 2005:30). Lectionaries, 
which are collections of scripture passages compiled and sometimes 
modified/broken up to facilitate for public reading in worship services.
It is possible that several early Greek manuscripts, such as P66, P75, 
Washingtonianus, and possibly even Sinaiticus and Vaticanus, along with 
most of the early translations from Greek into other languages show signs of 
being made from early lectionaries and/or copies prepared for public reading 
(see discussions above).310 Many of these omissions and alterations, 
especially in the versions of other languages, would appear to be sufficiently 
explained by a lectionary or public reading purposes, not accidental 
corruption of the text. Still, the viability of such a theory is questioned as a 
debate rages on regarding the antiquity of the lectionary system. For 
example, while Caspar Rene Gregory (1907) has suggested that the 
Lectionaries date back to the late second century (Aland and Aland, 1989: 
166), Bruce Metzger (1972:495-496) cautiously proposes the fourth century. 
The Alands (1989:168) claim that the situation is further complicated by the 
fact that the early Christian Church had already begun using certain 
passages for particular feasts and holy days long before an official 
lectionary system was developed. There appears to be no consensus 
regarding the date of such a system, and therefore, uncertainty remains in 
determining when and which manuscripts may have been affected by the 
formal lectionary practice or the informal scribal designation.
Various passages were chosen for public reading with several verses 
intentionally omitted. This is perhaps demonstrable when it is 
acknowledged that there are examples of this lectionary practice available 
for comparison. The following diagram is based largely on the work of John 
Burgon (1896:256) and demonstrates this practice the Lectionary of the 
East:
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Diagram 10.0
Lection Passage Verses Omitted
Sun. before Quinquagesima Luke 21:8-36 Lk.21:10-24,28-32
Tues. before Quinquagesima Luke 22:39-23:1 Luke 22:43, 44
Thurs. before Quinquagesima Luke 23 Luke 23:32, 34-43
1st Sabbath after Pentecost
Matt.10:32-38,19:27-
30 Matt. 10:34-36
15th Sabbath after Pentecost Matt. 24:1-13 Matt. 24:10-12
16th Sabbath after Pentecost Matt. 24:34-44 Matt. 24:38-41
6th Sabbath of the G. of Luke Luke 8:26-39 Luke 8:36-37
First, the lection for the Sabbath before Quinquagesima (Luke 21:8-36) 
consists of only verses 8, 9, 25-27, and 33-36, with verses 10-24 and 28-32 
having been omitted. Likewise, Luke 22:43 and 44 are omitted from the 
lection for the following Tuesday (the Sunday before Ash Wednesday), in 
favor of reading Luke 22:39 through 23:1. The Thursday following this 
reading shows Luke 23 being read as verses 1-31, 33, 44-56 only, leaving 
out the remaining verses of the chapter. Other examples include the first 
Sabbath after Pentecost consisting of Matthew 10:32, 33, 37-38 and 19:27­
30, with the verses in between ignored; the fifteenth Sabbath after Pentecost, 
consisting of Matthew 24:1-9, 13 (excluding verses 10, 11, and 12); the 
sixteenth Sabbath after Pentecost, consisting of Matthew 24:34-37, 42-44 
(excluding 38-41); and the sixth Sabbath of the Gospel of Luke consisting of 
Luke 8:26-35, 38-39. This is just one lectionary; others lectionaries provide 
similar examples. Koester (1990) even notes modern-day examples of such 
a practice in the Gospel of John, in the article “The Gospel of John in a 
Three Year Lectionary.” Such examples include the omission of 2:23-25 
from the Lutheran and Episcopal Lectionaries (Lent 3, Series B), as well 
12:20-33, where the misunderstanding of the crowd in verses 31ff is ignored 
(Lent 5, series B)(Ibid, 21-22). It is acknowledged by some that “not every 
passage in the Bible is suitable for liturgical proclamation” (Bonneau, 
1998:50).
This may be the case in regards to the Pericope Adulterae as well. 
Lectionary Text Theories suggest that the story of the woman taken in
adultery was removed from public reading due to one of several possible 
reasons (cf. Burgon, 1896:265; Fuller, 1975:208ff; Toensing, 1998:169­
174). First, it is possible that due to the subject of adultery and what could 
possibly be seen as a very lenient treatment of the sin, the text may have 
been removed from public reading. This is a view supported by various 
Church Fathers such as Ambrose and Augustine (see sections 9.2 and 9.5 
below).311 Secondly, it is suggested that John 7:53-8:11 was removed to 
provide a more cohesive public reading and better lesson for Pentecost (cf. 
Wikgren, 1958:5-6; Hodges, 1979:329).312 David Otis Fuller (1975:148) 
further comments that by removing these twelve verses and progressing 
straight from the statement of unbelief in 7:52 to Jesus’ bold and triumphant 
claim in 8:12, there is perhaps a more forceful teaching. This final climactic 
statement is also on the “last and greatest day of the feast” (John 7:37), 
further heightening the force of Jesus’ statement. A third view is that the 
text was simply removed because of uncertainty surrounding the story itself, 
not necessarily the authenticity of the story, but rather the exact placement 
of it within the Gospel of John. This third view, however, is least probable 
given the fact that the Lectionary Theory most likely explains much of the 
misplacement of the text rather than the other way around (Toensing, 
1998:169-174; Robinson, 2000:41-2; Keith, 2009:123).
There is, however, also a flip-side to the argument of lectionary removal. 
The Synaxarion, the calendar of lectionary readings for each day in the 
Greek Orthodox Church, specifies John 7:37-52 plus 8:12 as the set reading 
for Pentecost, omitting 7:53-8:11, much like other lections including the 
Constantinopolitan (Westcott and Hort, 1881:84; Burge, 1984:142). Given 
that there are no examples of such omission of verses with later verses 
joined as part of a lection reading in the Synaxarion and that the Synaxarion 
is generally considered to have been fixed in Byzantium in the seventh or 
eighth century, the conclusion can be drawn that the Pericope Adulterae 
cannot have become standard in Byzantine New Testament manuscripts 
until later than the seventh or eighth century. This is a very valid point. At 
the same time, one must also recognize that though this final lection was not 
in place in earlier centuries, it does appear that other lections or public 
reading texts were present and in use. As noted above, many manuscripts 
that appear to be display clear markings either showing omissions, 
awareness of a textual variant, or providing pauses to aid in public reading.
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312 Scrivener (1894:366) also notes that the Jerusalem Syriac Lectionary includes 
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It is quite possible that the early Christian Church had already begun using 
certain passages for certain feasts and holy days long before an official 
lectionary system was developed, as the Alands (1989:168) suggest. This 
being the case, earlier lectionaries may have contributed to the omission of 
the passage; later re-insertion attempts could have created the difficult 
situation found in the lectionaries like the Synaxarion.
Others who do not necessarily advocate for any particular Lectionary 
Text Theories do at times concede that the liturgical readings may have had 
some influence in the history of the pericope.313 For instance, Wikgren 
(1963:119 note 46) suggests that the Pericope Adulterae may have been 
introduced (instead of removed) to the Gospel of John because of the 
lectionary practice. Keith (2009:132) also advocates for this view and 
suggests, “An early Christian scribe inserted [the pericope] at John 7:53­
8:11, where it was copied, re-copied, sometimes omitted, and sometimes 
omitted but still referenced, for centuries until liturgical readings began to 
influence non-liturgical texts, at which point [the pericope] was, at times, 
relocated to alternative locations. This liturgical act was made easier since 
many of the extant manuscripts of the Gospel of John omitted [the pericope] 
entirely.” Similarly, Barnabas Lindars (1981:307) suggests that during the 
late fourth century various non-canonical material began to be read in the 
course of the liturgical lections, and that the Pericope Adulterae was most 
likely one of these non-canonical readings. Unfortunately, Lindars does not 
provide any additional examples of such material being read into the lection, 
nor does he offer any comparative stories that were eventually engrafted into 
the canon itself. Therefore, there is little to compare; however, one 
observation can be made in response to this suggestion. Lindars comments 
that the Pericope Adulterae coincided with additional readings of the Gospel 
of John. This is possible, but extremely ironic since there appears to be no 
evidence of the John 7:53-8:11 being read with the Tabernacles Discourse in 
any lections. In fact, as previously discussed, the lesson for Pentecost jumps 
from 7:52 ending at 8:12 in nearly all lectionaries, with only a rare few that 
include 7:53-8:2 (Robinson, 2000:41-42). No known lectionary includes all 
twelve verses for the Pentecost lesson. Instead, these verses were assigned 
to a reading for October 8th, the day of St. Pelagia (Wikgren, 1963:119 note 
46, 188; Bushnell, 2005:678-679; Willker, 2007:16). This casts some doubt 
on Lindars’ theory that the Pericope Adulterae was accidentally 
“scripturized” based on the reading of the passage with other Johannine 
texts. Further, theories like those of Wikgren and Keith, are possible but
313 Cf. Wikgren, 1958:5-6; Clark, 1962:24; Porter, 1962:375; Brown, 1966­
1970:335-336; Lindars, 1981:307; Barrett, 1978:589; Knust, 2005:489.
difficult to prove. Such a theory could possibly explain the misplacement of 
the pericope into other parts of the Fourth Gospel and perhaps the Gospel of 
Luke, but it does not provide sufficient grounds for belief that these twelve 
verses became part of the canon because they were suddenly engrafted in 
through the lectionary. Ultimately, each fails to account for the main issue 
at hand: how and/or why was the pericope inserted to start with (if it is not 
original to the Fourth Gospel).
Along these lines of misplacement, it should also be observed that some 
scholars such as Colwell and Riddle (1933:19, 22), Johnson (1964:62), 
Lindars (1981:307), Toensing (1998:169-176), and van Lopik (1995:286-9), 
concede that the Lectionary Theories can account for many of the alternate 
locations of the pericope. While most do not agree with any full-scale 
Lectionary Theory offered by others, they do nevertheless see relevance in 
the idea that manufactured readings by the Church can play a role in the 
dislocations of scripture. This should further dissuade anyone from 
believing that if  the passage belongs in the canon of the New Testament it 
belongs anywhere else other than its traditional home at John 7:53-8:11.
In the end, it must acknowledged that Lectionary Text Theories cannot 
be proven, but neither can they be easily disproven. If such theories hold 
up, they do present a plausible case for why the Pericope Adulterae may 
have been omitted in some manuscripts and why it appears in different 
locations between some manuscripts. If the pericope is not original, one 
must ask why a later scribe would introduce this story of an adulteress 
woman into the middle of the lectionary lesson that had been designated for 
Pentecost (Hills, 1984:159). Would it even be possible to add a passage, 
especially with of such a highly-controversial past, in the middle of a widely 
accepted and presumably well-loved portion of scripture? If the Pericope 
Adulterae were added later to the Gospel of John, it was thrust into one of 
the most-revered liturgical sections in the Christian calendar, Pentecost. Of 
course if John 7:53-8:11 is not original, many other questions remain, most 
of which have to do with the treatment of the text, or lack of thereof, by the 
early Church Fathers (to be discussed below).
7 .0  S o u r c e  Th e o r i e s
Though Source Theories have been previously discussed in Chapter 2, a 
few observations regarding these theories will be considered in relation to 
the manuscript evidence. While Rudolph Bultmann (1971) and Robert 
Fortna (1988) are arguably the most well-known proponents of Source
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Theories, there are numerous other advocates who discuss them.314 
Bultmann’s theory is arguably “the most influential of the 20th century” 
(Brown, 2003:47), but Fortna’s theory has gained some hearing as well. 
These theories vary in specificity, but generally each agrees on the common 
principle that the Gospel of John developed over a period of time involving 
various stages of writing, editing, and contraction. It is assumed that such 
rearranging and editing must have occurred earlier in the history of the 
Gospel (Aland and Aland, 1989:297). Coupled with this principle is the 
idea that the story found in John 7:53-8:11 either existed in a different 
ancient piece of literature, such as the Protevanglion o f James (see 
discussion in section 9.1 below) or Susanna (see section 9.0 in Chapter 5), 
or as an oral tradition. In addition, some theories follow the idea that there 
may have even been more than one edition of the Fourth Gospel that existed 
at the same time in history. As forceful as such Source Theories as those of 
Bultmann and Fortna may appear to be, they have only been fully embraced 
on a relatively small scale; much criticism has been offered in response to 
these theories as well (see section 5.1 in Chapter 2). Even those who suggest 
possible theories, such as Ward (1959:138), note that “it is dangerous to 
speculate too much behind the existing Gospels.”
Others, such as Dunderberg (1994), E. Schwartz (1907), von Wahlde 
(1995), J. Wellhausen (1987), H.H. Wendt (1886), and W. Wilkens (1958), 
have suggested similar theories of earlier/multiple editions of the Fourth 
Gospel. These scholars do not go so far as naming particular sources or in 
rearranging the Gospel text, but they do embrace the basic tenor of a Source 
Theory in claiming that various oral traditions were used and that multiple 
stages were required to give us the Gospel of John in its current form. This 
theory that the Gospel of John developed in stages over a sustained period of 
time is arguably the leading theory of the last century, but it still bears the 
burden of proof. Until further evidence demonstrating viable sources is 
uncovered, this will remain open to debate. Much like the more intricately 
proposed theories of Bultmann and Fortna, one can only speculate.
Those who follow ideas relating to sources do suggest some interesting 
connections. For example, Paul Anderson (2001) and D. Moody Smith 
(2001b) both discuss the Fourth Gospel’s influence; Anderson approaches 
this through suggested connections with the Gospel of Mark, while Smith
314 Macgregor and Morton (1961) suggested source theories approximately a 
decade earlier than Bultmann. Becker, Boismard, Dunderberg, Heekerens, Nicol, 
Schnackenburg, Teeple, and von Wahlde, among others, have all suggested 
various theories, yet even among these scholar that is no unanimity regarding 
these sources. See Brown (2003:55-56) for a demonstration of this.
looks for influence from the Synoptics as a whole. Specifically, Anderson
(2001) has suggested that we have two basic versions of John, an earlier one 
without the following: the Prologue (1:1-13), the feeding the 5000, the 
walking on water and associated discourses (6:1-71); the Pericope Adulterae 
(7:53-8:11); the second half of Jesus last private speeches (15:1-17:26), 
chapter 21 (the epilogue?), and some assorted inserts about the Beloved 
Disciple. The later edition would thus, include all of the additional omitted 
sections.
The possibility of various sources, stages of development and perhaps 
even multiple editions of the Gospel do, however, provide interesting 
possibilities in regards to the Pericope Adulterae. If in fact the Gospel of 
John is the product multiple stages of development, a far more plausible 
explanation for the absence of the John 7:53-8:11 in some manuscripts may 
be provided (McLachlan, 1920:262; Johnson, 1999:525). Two editions of 
the Gospel could account for the omission of the passages in certain textual 
streams, such as the Alexandrian discussed above. The pericope could have 
been added later after additional material was worked into the Gospel by a 
redactor. It is even possible that the pericope may have been absent from 
early versions of the Gospel of John that were circulated before completion. 
Jennifer Knust (2008) has suggested this as a possibility citing a similar 
occurrence in the work of Cicero, Academica, which was released by his 
peers. Cicero was hoping to rework his text before it was released, but to 
his displeasure the earlier copy was released first. The later edition was 
finally released and circulated, but today there are more copies of the first 
draft in existence than the later draft of Cicero (Reynolds and Wilson, 
1991:24).315 It is possible, though unsubstantiated, that the Gospel of John
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315 Bruce Metzger (2005:162-163) discusses a similar theory citing the work of 
Albert Clark (1914), who researched Cicero’s orations and became convinced 
that accidental omission was a much more common fault than deliberate 
interpolation by scribes. Clark applied his principle, longior lectio potoir, to the 
Gospels and Acts texts and found greater weight in the Western texts than 
Westcott and Hort. He was later criticized by scholars such as Sanday, Souter, 
and Kenyon, whose arguments against his work included discussions about the 
fact that the transmission of the Gospels was much different than that of Cicero’s 
works. The Church preserved many deeds and sayings of Jesus that were not 
included in the Gospels and it seems natural that some of these to slip into the 
text of the Gospels, either from the margins of other manuscripts or even from 
living memory of those who transmitted the text. Clark later adjusted his theory 
to a “two edition theory” (using the Book of Acts as an example) stating that 
additions were added to the works before they were finally issued or at least 
reissued. However, scholars have likewise criticized this view by comparing the
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and the Pericope Adulterae suffered a similar fate. Perhaps one version of 
the Gospel was circulated without the pericope and other questioned 
portions of the Gospel before a later “more completed version” began to 
circulate.
While this is uncertain and difficult to prove, such a scenario along with 
the earlier mentioned one, may be more probable than theories claiming that 
the pericope was inserted centuries later by unknown scribes with little 
evidence of protest or without thoughtful consideration and purpose. This is 
especially the case if the contextual and stylistic compatibility demonstrated 
in Chapters4 and 5 holds up. At the same time, scholars remain 
unconvinced. Kurt and Barbara Aland (1989:297) speak forcefully against 
such theories. Ultimately, this theory remains plausible but uncertain, for 
there are no known copies of the Gospel that exist other than the one we 
have today, excluding those versions that omit John 7:53-8:11 obviously;316 
however, Source Theories must remain open as a possibility.
8.0  M u l t ip l e  Ve r s io n s  Th e o r ie s
Along the lines of various Source Theories, especially those that include 
suggestions of multiple editions of the Gospel of John discussed above, it 
has also been argued that there were multiple versions of the Pericope 
Adulterae itself circulating. Such theories are based on the belief that the 
pericope did not originate with the Fourth Gospel, but rather floated around 
as a piece of oral tradition (or perhaps written tradition) that was eventually 
engrafted into different literary works. Most scholars appear willing to 
concede the point that John 7:53-8:11 is an authentic and even ancient story 
about Jesus (see section 1.0 in Chapter 1), though there is variance in ideas 
regarding the actual origin of the story.
What is likely the most well-known of such theories is that of Bart 
Ehrman (1988:37), who claims that “by the fourth century there were 
actually three extant versions of the Pericope Adulterae: 1) the entrapment 
story in which Jesus pardons a sinful woman, known to Papias and the 
author of the Didascalia, 2) the story of Jesus’ intervention in an execution 
preceding, preserved in the Gospel according to the Hebrews and retold by 
Didymus in his Commentary on Ecclesiastes, and 3) the popular version 
found in the Gospel of John manuscripts, a version which represents a
New Testament to work such as the Iliad and Mahabharata, both of which are 
considered to be growing (living) texts with no omissions but only additions.
316 Lightfoot, 1983:8; Culpepper, 1983:49; Culpepper and Black, 1996:241; Brown, 
2003:63, 86, 111, 308.
conflation of the two earlier stories.”317 MacDonald (1995:418-420) has 
followed Ehrman’s theory, but he also criticizes Ehrman for making too 
many assumptions.318 Still, both conclude that there were some versions of 
the Pericope Adulterae circulating within the early Churches, with 
MacDonald (1995:420) even claiming that this was happening as early as 
the second century. This theory has gained some hearing and some 
agreement at various points, but there the theory remains debatable at other 
points.
It is generally agreed that pair is likely correct in recognizing that the 
story was circulating in the early Church. Knust (2006:489) is one example, 
though she prefaces her agreement by noting that the story may not have 
been read from the Gospel of John; still, she suggests that the pericope was 
very popular in the Latin Church, even being a regular “proof text among 
the Latin-speaking Christians” (Ibid, 489-490). Moule (1966:49 note 2), 
Sanders, and Maston (1975:462) comment that “in the face of all the second 
century tendencies to turn the Christian ethic into a morality of rules and 
precepts, the pericope asserted its claim to a place in the canon.” 
Witherington (1995:363) agrees with a second century insertion of the text 
noting that the fact that scribes “tried so hard to insert the story into various 
places” highlights the authenticity of the story as a historical event from the 
life of Jesus. Delobel (2002:60 note 90), likewise, acknowledges second 
century existence of the pericope in its current form, along with the Alands 
(1989:307). Zane Hodges (1979:321) concludes that “to date the Pericope 
Adulterae later than 200 A.D. must be deemed as highly improbable,” due to 
suggestions that most corruptions, including omissions and additions 
occurred prior to the second century. This is a view affirmed by many (cf. 
Scrivener, 1894:2:264,511; Colwell, 1969:55; Kilpatrick, 1963:129-131). 
Still some claim a later insertion of the third (cf. Schottroff, 1995:180) or 
fourth century (Reynolds and Wilson, 1991; Comfort, 2005:261-262). Even 
if not from the Gospel of John, the early Church was nevertheless familiar 
with the story of the “woman caught in adultery.” At some point, however, 
this story became familiar from the Fourth Gospel itself; the earliest 
interpreters like Ambrose and Augustine, obviously in later centuries and 
the second century, read the story in the Fourth Gospel (Keith, 2008:386).
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317 See section 3.11 in Chapter 2 for a discussion of Ehrman’s overall work. See 
section 9.0 for a discussion of these works cited in Ehrman’s theory.
318 Others who have questioned such theories include Meir (1991:307 note 79), 
Lincoln (2005:527), and Lührmann (1991:301), Knust (2006:498), and Keith 
(2008:387-388), among others
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O’Day (1992:627-628) and Barrett (1978:590) both suggest this was likely 
the case in the Syrian Church as well. At the latest, it appears that there is 
widespread agreement that the story was circulating in certain copies of the 
Gospel of John by the fourth century, or perhaps as early as the second 
century. None of this should come as surprise given the evidence of 
possible scribal knowledge in early manuscripts discussed above. At the 
very least, Codex Bezae’s inclusion of the Gospel as well as Jerome’s 
statement demonstrate this.
On the other hand, it remains uncertain as to what happened prior to the 
fourth century. This is where such theories as those of Ehrman and 
MacDonald meet some resistance. There is uncertainty as to whether or not 
the early Church’s familiarity with the Pericope Adulterae was due to its 
inclusion in the Gospel of John, to its inclusion in another piece of 
literature, or to its familiarity as oral tradition about Jesus. Despite the fact 
that oral tradition can be virtually impossible to trace, Ehrman suggests 
different versions that can be traced in his theory; however, the three 
“versions” are not copies of different versions of the story but rather 
quotations about the pericope that discuss and remain silent on different 
elements of the story. Therefore, they may not prove to be different 
versions of the same story at all. Papias and Didymus may have neglected 
to mention certain aspects of the story, but this does not necessarily imply 
that these aspects of the story were missing from the stories that they 
commented upon. Those who refer to stories or literary works are not 
required to discuss every detail in these stories. Similarly, the interpretive 
lenses of these Fathers may color their descriptions of the story. There is no 
way of knowing if the Patristic witnesses cited are paraphrasing the pericope 
or if they are quoting verbatim from what they found in manuscripts. The 
reason for the discrepancies could very well be the differences presented by 
alternate telling of the same story.
Thus, Multiple Edition Theories, like that proposed by Ehrman, provide 
possibilities of the development of the story, but no certainty of such. 
Therefore, little is provided for the present discussion, because such theories 
only tell us what we already know about early circulation of the Pericope 
Adulterae. At the same time, these theories do raise further questions about 
the testimony of the early Church Fathers, to which attention now turns.
9 .0  Pa t r is t ic  E v id e n c e
The final piece of external evidence to be discussed is the witness of the 
early Church Fathers. Some like Omanson (2006:15) argue that since the 
Greek manuscripts cannot take us back any earlier than the third century, the 
Patristic testimony must be taken seriously if one hopes to “reconstruct a 
text as close as possible to the original.” Metzger (2005:86) further suggests
that Patristic quotes help us to determine which text types the Church was 
using; however, other scholars have pointed out that it is difficult to know if 
the Patristic Fathers were quoting from memory, paraphrasing, reading 
directly from manuscripts, or simply alluding to texts which they spoke of 
(cf. Aland and Aland, 1989:55, 171), a point the both Omanson (2006:15) 
and Metzger (2005:87) both concede. Some, such as Vincent (1903:38), 
label their testimony as being “of little value since they do not so much as 
quote but blend the language of the New Testament with their own.”319 
This view may be a little extreme, for Patristic testimony cannot be totally 
ignored, but such blending does create problems for the textual critic. 
Though these Church Fathers lived in closer proximity to the date of the 
writing of the New Testament manuscripts, it is difficult to know what other 
influences shaped the views of their witnesses. Any view that each 
expresses is likely to be the Father’s interpretation (or someone else’s 
interpretation) of what the original author intended when he wrote. It is also 
quite possible that copyists sometimes changed the texts of the Fathers when 
they copied them in order to make them agree with texts more familiar to the 
copyist (Metzger, 2005:87). Further, it is only from Justin Martyr on (circa 
150 A.D.) that the New Testament quotations even become recognizable 
(Aland and Aland, 1989:167). Likewise, it is not unreasonable to conclude 
that these Fathers may have preferred alterations of the text or even possibly 
changed texts to appeal to personal views in dealing with difficult doctrinal 
issues (Vincent 1903:38-39).320 It proves to be rather difficult in deciding 
what to do, for as Knust (2005:525, cf. 488) suggests, “It appears that Greek 
Gospel manuscripts are unstable at precisely those points where the Patristic 
authors did not agree.”
Thus, this chapter is presented with the familiar position of having 
scholars disagree on the weight of evidence, much like the disagreements
310
319 As an example, Vincent (1903:38ff) notes that Ireneaus can be found to have 
changed the syntax or to use dynamic equivalent words for the original terms 
such as, eUcapioteoen for euloypoen in Luke 2:28 and (kolouOei |o i  for epcetai 
ÖPLOw mou in Luke 14:27 (Ireneaus, Against Heresies I, 114, 48). Also, he 
references Clement’s mentioning Ephesians 2:12 without direct quotation 
(Clement, Cont. Cels. 8:43).
320 For example, Tertullian speaks harshly of Marcion for substituting the term 
ôiamepiomôn (division) for |mcaipan (sword) in Luke 12:51, claiming that 
Marcion was afraid to attribute such violent words to Jesus (Tertullian, Adv. 
Marc. IV, 2); however, Tertullian appears to be the incorrect party, for he may 
have quoted from memory the parallel passage for Matthew 10:34, while 
Marcion used the correct term.
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over which manuscripts are most reliable. Still, the works of these Fathers 
must be examined, for their words may possibly be the closest words 
available to the original information (whether oral or written). In 
considering these Patristic Witnesses care must be taken to compare their 
quotations, allusions, and comments about portions of scripture with the 
manuscripts that would contemporary to them, when possible. In order to 
begin, it may be helpful to first provide a brief summary of all of the 
statements regarding the pericope. Following this, a more detailed 
discussion of the significance of key references will be offered.
Possible references to the Pericope Adulterae include:321 Papias (ca. 125 
A.D.), the Protevangelion o f James (second half of second century), 
Didascilia Apostolorum (ca. 250 A.D.), Didymus the Blind (ca. 310 A.D.), 
Hilary of Poitiers (circa 360 A.D.), Ambrosiaster (sometime between 366­
384 A.D.), Pacian (late fourth century.), Ambrose at Milan (ca. 374 A.D.), 
Apostolic Constitutions (ca. 380 A.D.), Latin Vulgate (ca. 384 A.D.), Jerome 
(ca. 385 A.D.), Augustine in North Africa (ca. 396 A.D.), Faustus the 
African (ca. 400 A.D.), Rufinus at Aquileia (ca. 400 A.D.), Peter 
Chrysologus at Ravenna (ca. 433 A.D.), Sedulius the Scot (ca. 434-435 
A.D.), Leo the Great (ca. 453 A.D.), Victorius/Victorinus (ca. 457 A.D.), 
Vigilius of Tapsus in North Africa (ca. 484 A.D.), Gelasius the Bishop of 
Rome (ca. 492 A.D.), Cassiodorus of Southern Italy (ca. 514 A.D.), 
Zacharias Rhetor, Gregory the Great (late sixth century), Bede, Synopsis 
Sacrae Scripturae, the unknown authors of two additional treaties written 
around the time of the fifth century A.D. who both appear to quote directly 
from the narrative, and Euthymius Zigabenus (1118 A.D.).
321 In addition to the references cited, Chris Keith (2009:200 note 25) cites another 
possible early witness to the pericope, stating, “The recto of fragment one of 
Papyrus Egerton 2 (ca. 150 A.D.), Jesus tells a healed leaper to ‘Go, show 
yourself to the priests and make an offering for your cleansing as Moses 
commanded, and sin no m o r e . ’” Keith believes that there is no way to 
determine if the reference is referring to John 5:14 or 8:11; however, he does 
note that Klauck, H.J., 2003. Apocryphal Gospels: An Introduction (trans. 
McNeil, B. London: T&T Clark, pp. 24, says it, ‘Recalls John 5:14,’ 
but directs his reader to 8.11 also. This is a potential early witness, but with 
little certainty one cannot place much emphasis on it. Therefore, further 
discussion will not be offered.
9.1 E arliest W itnesses
Papias is the earliest known witness, but his witness is second hand at 
best, for his witness is reported by Eusebius in Church History 3.39.16-17 in 
circa 330 A.D. Depending on how the Greek of Eusebius’ work is translated 
(eKiéGeLTaL ôè kai a llh n  iotopian pepi yunaiKoj epi p o lla ij  amaptLaij 
öiaßlhöeLOh? epi tou Kupiou, hn to Ka0’ 'Eßpaiouj euagyelion pepiecei), 
either he or Papias refers to the Pericope Adulterae as being part of the 
Gospel according to the Hebrews,322 though there is some debate about 
what this means exactly. It is also debatable as to whether or not this 
reference actually refers to the Pericope Adulterae (Schilling, 1955:91-106; 
Klijn, 1992:117), and because no fragment of Gospel according to the 
Hebrews is extant (Salvoni, 1960:12), we cannot compare this quotation 
with the actual narrative. Zahn (1909:346) argues that “it is not likely that 
Papias would have repeated an entire story of this kind if it were present in 
the Fourth Gospel,” thus suggesting that Papias’ reference is in regards to an 
extra-biblical source. Ehrman (1988:34-37) concludes and extra-biblical 
source as well, claiming that there are different versions of the Pericope 
Adulterae, and that Papias’ quotation is simply one of these versions of the 
story (see section 8.0 above). Such suggestions are based on the a few 
notable differences between Papias’ quotation and the modern version of 
John 7:53-8:11. In the former, the woman is said to be accused of 
unspecified “sins” (p o lla ij amaptiaij), rather than one specified sin of 
adultery as indicated in the latter. Likewise, she is said to be falsely accused 
or “slandered” (diaßallw) in Papias’ statement. Knust (2006:495) labels 
this reading “surprising” in light of later interpretations of the story which 
all assume her guilt. Keith (2008:387) contests this, observing that Eusebius 
appears to consider all traditions about the pericope to be from a common 
source; this, however, does not settle the matter at hand. It remains 
uncertain as to what particular work Papias is referring to.
Further against the suggestion that Papias is referencing a different 
version of the pericope is the fact that the reading “sin” or “sins” can be 
found in a few gospel manuscripts, such as Codex Bezae and 1071 (Keith, 
2009:156-157), as well as a tenth century Armenian translation of the Gospel 
of John (Parker, 1997:99-100); each provides possible evidence in support of 
the claim that Papias may have read the pericope from the Fourth Gospel. In 
light of such claims, some scholars appear to support the idea that Papias 
possibly makes reference to the Pericope Adulterae (cf. Becker, 1963:98-99; 
Morris, 1995:779). Others, such as Schilling (1955) and Klijn (1992), still
312
322 Cf. Beasley-Murray, 1987:144; Brown, 1966-1970:333; Ehrman, 1988:24-44; 
Hoskyns, 1940:567-568; Willker, 2007:29.
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ardently argue against such claims (Zevros, 2005:64). It is perhaps the 
aforementioned Bart Ehrman (1988:34-37) and William Peterson (1997:197 
note 26) who speak the loudest against such claims. In the end, it is as 
Becker (1963:259-260) notes, “We cannot be certain that this is a different 
version of the Pericope Adulterae or not, for we cannot know whether 
Papias was quoting or paraphrasing the story or whether Eusebius has 
colored the Papias’ statement, misquoted him, etc.” It does seem reasonable 
to conclude that Papias’ statement is a witness to the existence of the 
pericope, but we cannot adequately say that it is a witness necessarily for the 
inclusion of the pericope within the Gospel per se.
In similar fashion, it has been suggested that the late second century 
Pseudepigraphal work, the Protevangelion o f James (also known as the 
Infancy Gospel o f James, Protevangelium Iacobi, The Gospel o f James, etc.) 
makes reference to the Pericope Adulterae. Most notably William Peterson 
(1997:203-231) and George Zevros (2005:57-144) have argued for this 
connection, claiming that the phrase “neither do I condemn you” (ouôe eyw 
oe KataKpinw) found in 8:11 is borrowed from the Protevangelion; Peterson 
(1997:208) credits F. C. Conybeare as the first to make this connection. 
McLachlan (1920:263) appears to be an early proponent of this connection 
as well in 1920,323 though both Peterson and Zevros fail to mention him by 
name. Ulrich Becker (1963:119) disputes such theories, dismissing any 
connections by suggesting dependence of the Protevangelion upon Susanna 
(see section 9.0 in Chapter 5). Peterson (1997:210-212), in turn, criticizes 
Becker’s argument, but due to the fact that this phrase is only included in 
one manuscript copy of the Protevangelion (Parker, 1997:99-100), most 
scholars appear remain unconvinced of a connection between the 
Protevangelion and the pericope. In fact, as Culpepper (1998:166ff) has 
observed, there are far more connections between the phrasing of parts of 
John 7:53-8:11 and the rest of the Fourth Gospel, specifically chapters 5-8 
(see section 12.0 in Chapter 5), than there are with the Protevangelion. If 
there is any connection between these two pieces of literature it seems more 
probable that the Protevangelion o f James borrowed from the Pericope 
Adulterae, not the other way around. It is possible that a statement from 
John 7:53-8:11 was used in this Pseudepigraphal work, or even that both 
works had access to a common source (Zevros, 2005:24-25), but this is not a 
direct reference to the existence of the story and suggests nothing about 
authorship; therefore, it will not weigh too heavily in the present discussion.
323 McLachlan (1912:98-99) attempts to prove that the author of the 
Protoevangelion of James read the Pericope Adulterae in the Gospel of Luke, but 
his theory has proven to be untenable.
9 .2  L a ter W itnesses
The Didascilia Apostolorum provides the next reference to the Pericope 
Adulterae in circa 250 A.D; however, due to the fact that that the Greek text 
was lost but later preserved in the first six chapters of the later Apostolic 
Constitutions, a more-complete discussion will be withheld until we come to 
the Apostolic Constitutions below.324 For the time being, it will simply be 
noted that the Didascilia Apostolorum is a collection of ethical and legal 
regulations composed in Syria or Palestine (Aland and Aland, 1989:177); 
the Pericope Adulterae appears to be used to address various issues.
Later in circa 310 A.D, the Greek Father Didymus the Blind refers to the 
pericope in his Commentary on Ecclesiastes (7:21-22a). This commentary 
was part of a series designed to encourage his students to embrace Christian 
virtues; in it, Didymus mixed commentary on Old Testament books with 
direct quotations from the Gospels woven into the discussion (Knust, 
2006:499-500). His reference states:
We find, therefore, in certain Gospels [the following story]:
A woman, it says, was condemned by the Jews for a sin and 
was being taken to be stoned in the place where that was 
customary to happen. The Savior, when he saw her and 
observed that they were ready to stone her, said to those 
who were about to cast stones, “He who has not sinned, let 
that one take a stone and cast it.” If anyone is conscious in 
himself not to have sinned, let him take a stone and smite 
her. And no one dared. Since they knew in themselves and 
perceived that they were also liable for some things, they 
did not dare to strike her.325
Didymus does not indicate that the found these twelve verses in the 
Gospel of John, but rather claims that it is found in “certain Gospels.” The 
importance of this reference has been stressed first by Strauss (1972:410ff), 
but also by Ehrman (1988:34-37) who argues that the form of the Pericope 
Adulterae referred to by Didymus is different from the other early version of
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324 The entire text is partially preserved in a Latin version and fully in a Syriac 
version (Aland and Aland, 1989:177). A fourth century Latin copy of the 
Didascalia is known, but this witness is secondary at best, and since less of than 
half of the manuscript is intact, the witness is likewise incomplete, thus offering 
little for discussion (Funk, 1906).
325 Translation from Ehrman (1988:25).
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the story cited by Papias and the Didascalia. In fact, as mentioned on 
several occasions in this work, Ehrman claims that the common form of the 
pericope found in the Gospel of John today is a conflation of these two 
earlier versions of the story. He also suggests that though Didymus does not 
indicate where he read the story from, Didymus’ use of the story only makes 
sense if it is read after John 7:52 (1988:26-29). Ehrman thus concludes that 
Didymus read the Pericope Adulterae in at least some copies of the Gospel 
of John, thereby providing the first suggested evidence of the acceptance of 
the pericope by Alexandrian scribes. However, Ehrman’s theory has been 
highly debated, even being labeled as “unconvincing” (Willker, 2007:12). It 
has been criticized by MacDonald (1995:418-419), Meir (1991:307 note 
79), Lincoln (2005:527), and Lührmann (1991:301), Knust (2006:498), and 
Keith (2008:387-388), among others, largely for making too many 
assumptions. Ehrman appears to exaggerate the differences between Papias’ 
and Didymus’ accounts. It is difficult to accept the proposition that the brief 
statement by Didymus is a strong enough witness to the existence of a 
different form of story, despite the attempts of Ehrman to prove otherwise. 
Ehrman’s theory does, however, provide further support for the early 
existence of the pericope, possibly within the Gospel of John itself, though 
existence of the pericope has already been likely established by the 
manuscript witnesses (albeit scribal markings). Didymus’ reference does 
not, however, provide any new information for discussions regarding 
authorship of John 7:53-8:11.
The next three references are only mildly significant. In his 
Commentaire sur le Psaume (118 8.9, 15.10) of the mid-fourth century, 
Hilary of Poitiers makes a possible reference to the Pericope Adulterae, 
using the phrase sine peccato (without sin), but with no explanation of 
where he quotes it from. It is even questionable as to whether or not 
Hilary’s comment is even referring to the pericope or not, for some of the 
connection may be drawn from later editors (Keith, 2009:199).
Similarly, an anonymous work that was attributed to Augustine in ancient 
times, which has now been assigned to an Ambrosiaster, makes a passing 
reference to “the Lord who did not condemn the woman in adultery” 
(Willker, 2007:9). The work, identifies the woman as a prostitute326 and is 
believed to have been penned in 364-384 A.D. Unfortunately for the present 
discussion, no reference is made specifying where the story was read from.
326 dominus autem oblate sibi meretrici pepercit, ei videlicet quam in adulterio se 
deprehendisse majores judaeorum dixerunt; ut quia pia praedicatio incoeperat, 
non condemnandum, sed ignoscendum doceret (“Quaestiones ex Utroque Mixtim 
-  CII: Contra Novatianum,” P.L. Migne Vol. 35, 2303)
The Spanish Father, Pacian, appealed to the Pericope Adulterae in the 
late fourth century when protesting the Novationists against excessive 
severity in discipline. In his Epistle ad Sympronianum 3.20.1, he asks, “Are 
you not willing to read in the Gospel that the Lord also spared the adulteress 
who confessed, whom no man had condemned?” (Migne, Patrologiae 
Cursus Completus, Series Latina, vol. 13, col. 1077). The difficulty is that 
though Pacian mentions “the Gospel,” he does not indicate which Gospel. 
This could be the Gospel of John; it could also be the Gospel according to 
the Hebrews that is mentioned by Papias, or any other Gospel for that 
matter. Once again, we find support for the existence of the pericope, but 
not necessarily any help in identifying its home.
Perhaps most significant in this discussion of early references is that of 
Ambrose, who in circa 372 A.D. claimed that a certain danger was popularly 
apprehended from the story of the woman taken in adultery. Ambrose 
quotes the passage at least nine times: in a discussion of the fiftieth Psalm, a 
homily on Abraham, a discussion of the Holy Spirit, and a commentary on 
Luke, but he discusses the pericope most significantly in two personal 
letters, Epistulae 50 and 68 (Knust, 2006:507).327 In both of these letters, 
Ambrose defends the authenticity of the passage, even explaining the reason 
for its omission from certain manuscripts. The reason for omission proposed 
by Ambrose: the teaching could be mistakenly interpreted as being too 
lenient for the sin of adultery, possibly even making Jesus appear to make a 
mistake (O’Loughlin, 2000:91; Hugenberger, 2006). Ambrose makes his 
point in his preaching on David's sin of adultery, stating, “In the same way 
also the Gospel lesson which has been read, may have caused no small 
offense to the unskilled, in which you have noticed that an adulteress was 
brought to Christ and dismissed without condemnation . . . Did Christ err 
that He did not judge righteously? It is not right that such a thought should 
come to our minds etc.” (Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum, 
Academia Litterarum Vindobonensis, vol. xxxii, pp.359-360). The 
significance of Ambrose’s comments on the passage is that for the first time, 
a Church Father not only appears to defend the passage, but also begins to 
explain reasons for the omission. Beyond this, he discusses virtually all the 
portions of the pericope, summarizing it in his own words (O’Loughlin, 
2000:90-92), and even attempts to fill in some blanks for us, such as what 
Jesus wrote on the ground (Keith, 2009:10). Interestingly, Ambrose 
comments the connection between Jesus’ writing with his finger and God’s
316
327 epp. 50 (Ad Studium), 68 (Ad Irenaeum), Apol. 1.10.51; Abr. 1.4.23; Spir. 3.15; 
Luc. 5.47.
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writing of the Decalogue with his finger (Epistle 68:14), which could 
provide for some contextual links (see section 2.3 in Chapter 4).
As stated at the outset of this section, care must be taken in evaluating 
such statements by early Church Fathers. It is difficult to know whether 
Ambrose had particular reasons for commenting on the Pericope Adulterae. 
Though he does not appear to have changed the text to suit a doctrinal 
belief, he does defend the text in regards to a doctrinal belief. Given the 
severity of views expressed by the early Church regarding adultery (see 
sections 9.5 and 9.7 below), it seems probable that Ambrose attempted to 
defend the pericope because he knew that it may have been among the only 
the authoritative words of scripture could rebut such harsh views. It also 
seems reasonable to conclude that if Ambrose was defending such a story, 
that he must have read it in at least some New Testament manuscripts, even 
if not in every manuscript. The fact that he has to defend the pericope 
concedes this point. Though Ambrose does not directly state where in the 
Gospel he read the story, Keith (2009:115) suggests that Ambrose appears 
to have clearly read it in a copy of the Gospel of John. If this is indeed the 
case, it should cause one to wonder when the Pericope Adulterae actually 
made its way into these various manuscripts, or from Ambrose’s 
perspective, when did it make its way out of certain manuscripts? One must 
also begin to ask whether or not, Ambrose’s reasoning for omission is 
legitimate or not, for it will soon be demonstrated that he is not the only 
pleading this case.
9.3 D idascalia  A posto loru m /A posto lic  C onstitu tions
In fact, this is seen in two related documents that suggest similar reasons 
for omission. As mentioned earlier, the third century Syrian document 
Didascalia Apostolurum is lost to us in the original Greek, but is preserved 
in the fourth century Apostolic Constitutions. The Didascalia Apostolurum 
is considered by some to the earliest, reliable witness to the Pericope 
Adulterae (Ehrman, 1988:32; Lührmann, 1990:310-311), serving as the 
largest canonical-liturgical collection of the early Church, most likely 
compiled in Syria (Aland and Aland, 1989:176). The text gives instruction 
to bishops on how to show mercy to repentant sinners; apparently, these 
bishops had been extremely harsh in their dealings with certain individuals 
in the past. In 7.2.23, instruction is given for bishops to do as Jesus did:
But if you do not receive the one who repents, because you 
are without mercy, you will sin against the Lord God. For 
you do not obey our Savior and our God, to do as even He 
did with her who had sinned, whom the elders placed before 
Him, leaving the judgment in His hands, and departed. But
He, the searcher of hearts, asked her and said to her, “Have 
the elders condemned you, my daughter?” She said to him,
“No, Lord.” And he said to her, “Go, neither do I condemn
you.”328
In this passage there is no mention of any particular verses, nor is there 
anything said about the Gospel of John for that matter, but there can be little 
mistake that this is a reference to the Pericope Adulterae (Morris, 1992:883; 
Beasley-Murray, 1987:143). The reference to the “elders [setting] the 
woman before him” resembles John 8:3; “elders departing” sounds like John 
8:9. There is hardly room to doubt that Jesus’ question as to whether anyone 
had condemned the woman, her response “no, Lord,” and the command to 
go without condemnation refer to John 8:10-11.
At the same time, Apostolic Constitutions does not specify where any of 
these references comes from. The story is referenced, but no particular 
canonical book is mentioned. Barnabas Lindars (1995:779) suggests that is 
possible that the Pericope Adulterae found its way into the Gospel of John 
after being read in the Didascalia; however, he does temper his argument 
with the admission that this is not very convincing. Barrett (1978:560) 
suggests that the pericope may have been read into the Apostolic 
Constitutions from the Gospel o f Peter, but no proof is given. Harnack 
(1884:246-248) further argues that the compiler of the work used non- 
canonical sources to promote “his own views on morals, worship, and 
discipline clothing them with Apostolic authority.” However, such 
arguments as these do not prove well, for it would seem more probable that 
the instruction given to be bishops would come from a canonical source that 
was read into a non-canonical book, such as the Didascalia!Apostolic 
Constitutions, rather than the other way around. It is difficult to imagine a 
passage from a non-canonical source containing such controversial subject 
matter would be accepted into a liturgical canonical reading. Given the 
strict views on adultery in the early Church,329 it seems improbable that a 
passage in which Jesus’ could be accused on being lenient on the sin of 
adultery would be included. Because asceticism played such an important 
role in the early Church (Hendricksen, 1970:35) and the fact that penitential
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328 Translation from Knust (2006:498).
329 Cf. Riesenfeld, 1952:106-11; Brown, 1979:335; Witherington, 1990:39; Morris, 
1995:779; Blomberg, 2001:140. Boice (1999:603) suggests, “It is easy to see 
how the story might have been used by enemies of the Gospel to suggest that 
Christ condoned fornication.” Also see sections 9.5 and 9.7 below.
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discipline was harsh from the early outset of Church history (Kirk, 1981: 
119), canonical status would seem to be a necessary factor in given such 
instruction to Church leaders.
It could be suggested that the given force with which this instruction is 
passed on to the bishops, that the story could not come from any other 
source than Scripture, but this remains uncertain. Even if this assumption 
were correct, there would be no way to determine if the scriptural reference 
is to the Gospel of John in particular. Then again, given that there is no 
evidence of the pericope being found in any other canonical book until at 
least the ninth or tenth century (see section 4.0 above), it is more probable 
that the pericope was read from the Gospel of John than any other canonical 
book. This is appears to be confirmed by the writings of the next Patristic 
witness, Jerome, to whom attention is now turned.
9 .4  Jerom e
Much of this has already been discussed above in discussion of the Latin 
Vulgate (section 3.1), but it bears repeating here. The Pericope Adulterae is 
included as John 7:53-8:11 in what is considered to be one of the great 
biblical manuscripts of all-time, the Latin Vulgate, the early fifth century 
Latin translation of the Bible commissioned by Pope Damasus I and 
translated by Jerome (Sutcliffe, 1969:83-84). Up to this point, though Latin 
translations of the Bible had been made, they were often considered to be 
careless translations plagued by errors and at times divergent from each 
other (Koester, 1995:34; Rogerson and Lieu, 2006:227). Damasus charged 
Jerome with the duty of providing a standard Latin text for the Church, and 
by 384 A.D., Jerome finished the Gospels, but it would take him another 
couple of decades to complete the entire canon. His later work mostly 
focused on the Old Testament; therefore, some question the reliability of his 
later New Testament translation of Acts and the Epistles (Metzger, 
2005:76). The Alands (1989:191-192) question all of his work, claiming 
that Jerome merely “revised the text of the Old Latin Gospels” for the New 
Testament and that he translated part of the Old not from the Hebrew 
manuscripts but rather from the LXX, specifically the Psalter and the 
Wisdom Books were translated for the Vulgate.
In regards to the Pericope Adulterae, Jerome did include it in his 
translation of the Gospel of John and in 385 A.D. commented that it “is 
found in many copies both Greek and Latin” (Pelag. 2:17). This statement 
provides evidence for both sides of the argument. First of all, it is a 
statement that confirms that the pericope was not found in all copies of the 
Gospel of John (Zevros, 2005:4), something that should have already been 
demonstrated. Conversely, this statement does specify that the pericope was 
found in many copies of both Greek and Latin, certainly enough copies to
warrant inclusion in the Church’s official translation. Zane Hodges 
(1979:330) comments that under the commission of the Pope it is likely that 
Jerome’s travels would have been permitted him to enjoy a wide exposure to 
Greek and Latin texts that are at least as old if not older than any 
manuscripts that now survive. Fuller (1975:146) postulates that even the 
two primary manuscripts of our day, Vaticanus and Sinaiticus, would have 
appeared fairly new to Jerome, with only roughly thirty years of use. It may 
even be safe to assume that Jerome would have been familiar with 
Constantine’s fifty Bibles compiled and translated by a team under the 
leadership of Eusebius (Vita Const. 4.36.37),330 but all of this remains 
unproven.
Though we do not have many of these fifty Bibles or other Vulgate 
manuscripts in our possession today, Jerome’s testimony and his translation 
remain. The fact that Jerome included the Pericope Adulterae in the Vulgate 
and his claims that the pericope is widely attested cannot be easily 
dismissed.331 Even if one affirms the criticism levied against Jerome by 
Kurt and Barbara Aland (1989:191) that Jerome merely “revised the Old 
Latin Gospels,” it cannot be ignored that he claims to have witnessed the 
Pericope Adulterae’s inclusion in many copies of both Latin and Greek.332 
William Peterson (1997:199) has further dismissed Jerome’s witness by 
noting the Jerome was likely a disciple of Didymus; however, this too does 
not negate Jerome’s witness, for Jerome’s testimony is far different from
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330 It is possible that Vaticanus and Sinaiticus are part of these fifty Bibles, though 
this is unlikely as has been demonstrated by some such as Metzger (2005:7-8).
331 However, Daniel Wallace (2008:23) suggests that Jerome may not have wanted 
to create too much of a controversy and therefore may have included additional 
material in the Vulgate. Wallace bases this on Jerome’s inclusion of the long 
ending of Mark, claiming that Jerome may have followed Eusebius’ advice of 
accepting both endings for Mark 16 (Eusebius, adMarinum, NPB 4:255-6). This 
is highly speculative. It is safe to assume that by including the Pericope 
Adulterae controversy may have been created as well. There would be no easy 
option for Jerome. Controversy most likely would not be a controlling factor. 
Instead the manuscript evidence would be. Further, Jerome states that the long 
ending of Mark is not found in numerous manuscripts (Epistola 120, PL 22.980- 
1006)(Wallace, 2008:22). This is contrary to case for the Pericope Adulterae, 
which is included in the Vulgate with the statement that is found in “many 
manuscripts.”
332 The debate about Jerome’s Greek exemplars continues as well. Though some 
believe his exemplars to be related to Sinaiticus and Vaticanus, others consider 
them to be of a more Byzantine type (Aland and Aland, 1989:191-192).
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that of Didymus. Jerome clearly concludes that the pericope was found 
within the Gospel of John, while Didymus is unclear on where he read the 
story. Likewise, Jerome’s version of the story appears to be similar to what 
is traditional form of the story known today, not a possible “other” version 
as suggested by Ehrman (1998:34-37). The textual critic must contend with 
the fact that the Pericope Adulterae appears to have been included in early 
copies of both languages in the traditional location of John 7:53-8:11, where 
Jerome included it in his translation.333 Then again, this has already been 
demonstrated to an extent in the discussion of manuscripts above.
9 .5  A u gu stin e
The next witness to discuss is in fact one of Jerome’s contemporaries, the 
slightly younger but equally as well-known, Augustine of Hippo. His 
testimony at the very least confirms that the Pericope Adulterae was in use 
by one very prominent Church leader in northern Africa in the late fourth 
century and early fifth century. Augustine, like Ambrose, makes 
suggestions about what Jesus may have written on the ground, listing six 
different theories, some of which restate long-standing suggestions while 
others are apparently original to Augustine himself (Knust, 2006:533). 
More importantly, Augustine quotes the passage at least ten times, often 
commenting at length (Knust, 2006:514);334 he also appears to be the first 
and only known Patristic writer to do formal exegesis on the Pericope 
Adulterae (O’Laughlin, 2000:94). In two instances, Augustine discusses the 
passage in detail in the midst of standard commentary on the Gospel of John 
(Cons.4.10.17; Tract. Ev. Jo. 33.5); however, his exegesis is not what 
Augustine is most known for in regards to the pericope. Instead, his theory
333 It could be argued that Jerome’s decision to include the pericope in the Vulgate 
affects the opinions of those who follow him. Lightfoot (1983346) suggests that 
Jerome’s inclusion of the pericope in the Vulgate played an important part in its 
final acceptance into the Gospel canon; however, this argument works both ways. 
One could equally suggest that those who decided to omit the pericope were 
influenced by those before them as well. The argument of Jerome’s influence is 
legitimate in some ways, yet it does not diminish the significance of Jerome’s 
decision to include the pericope in his translation. Clearly, there was good 
reason for its inclusion in Jerome’s opinion. Thus one cannot automatically 
assume that Jerome’s contemporaries and those who followed him were sold on 
the idea that the Pericope Adulterae is canonical based solely on Jerome’s 
testimony.
334 (i. 30: ii. 527, 529-30: iii1. 774: iii2. 158, 183, 531-2, iv. 149, 466, 1120: v.80, 
1230, vi 407, 413: viii. 377, 574). It is possible that there are further quotations 
by Augustine, but this is debatable.
of the deliberate omission of the pericope is what creates the most 
discussion.
Augustine claims that the Pericope Adulterae was removed by Church 
leaders at an early date, because they felt it might offer license to commit 
adultery; he states, “Some of little faith, or rather enemies of the true faith, I 
suppose from a fear lest their wives should gain impunity in sin, removed 
from their manuscripts the Lord's act of indulgence to the adulteress” (De 
adulterinis conjugus, ii.7). According to Augustine’s theory, which bears 
strong resemblance to Ambrose’s theory discussed earlier,335 the scribes 
who copied!edited the text of the New Testament in the very early days of 
the Church (or perhaps the Church leaders who authorized such copying) 
thought that this was a dangerous story, providing justification for a light 
view of adultery; thus, it was omitted out of fear that the temptation of 
Christians returning to their old ways of life in the face of immense pressure 
for the secular world (Hugenberger, 2006).
While some proponents only make passing comments about the 
“objectionable character” of the passage (Zahn, 1909:415) and others claim 
that such a theory “abundantly” explains the omission (Burgon, 1896:251), 
the theory remains highly debated. There has even been numerous 
suggestions of similar theories,336 but Knust (2005:71-72) labels all such
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335 It is quite possible that Augustine was influenced by Ambrose, for Ambrose was 
the one who baptized Augustine in 387 A.D. following his conversion to 
Christianity (Aland and Aland, 1989:215). One cannot be certain of this, and 
since Augustine returned to Africa, it becomes less probable that Ambrose had a 
tremendously huge influence on Augustine’s view of the Pericope Adulterae, but 
still the possibility remains. Jennifer Knust (2006:519) notes that Augustine 
included many of the interpretive decisions of his predecessors (cf. Ambrose and 
Jerome) regarding Jesus’ writing on the ground in the pericope. She further 
suggests that this “’unsignalled borrowing or textual dependence’ produced the 
appearance of doctrinal and interpretive harmony. Augustine placed himself 
within a line of patristic interpretation— he was simply repeating and 
acknowledging established tradition, though he does so without attribution— yet 
he did not hesitate to introduce his own, unique perspectives.” Knust has 
reminded us that there is more that clouds the water. It is difficult to know what 
is doctrinal harmony with early Fathers, what is the possible influence of 
Ambrose, and what is Augustine’s original thought.
336 Cf. Farrar 1879:31-32; Burgon, 1896:251; Zahn, 1909:415; Cadbury, 1917:243 
note 14; Bernard, 1928:II:716-717; Bishop, 1934:40,42; Ironside, 1942:338; 
Lightfoot, 1956:346-47; Grundmann, 1959:224; Brown, 1966-1970:335; Meyer, 
1970:125; Trites, 1974:145; Hodges, 1979:331; Burge, 1984; Witherington, 
1990:38-39; O’Day, 1992:631-40; Ross, 1992:155; Rius-Camps, 1993:173-74,
The Pericope Adulterae: Theories of Insertion & Omission 323
theories as “suppression theories” and works to cast doubt upon them. 
Likewise, numerous other scholars have expressed similar doubts about such 
a theory’s ability to so affect a Gospel text.337 Such arguments against 
Augustine’s and similar “suppression theories” generally focus on the 
claims of superiority of the Alexandrian manuscripts such as Sinaiticus and 
Vaticanus. The tenor of the early Church’s view on adultery makes this 
possible enough to keep scholars from fully crushing this argument, but 
there appears to be little confidence that such a view could have so greatly 
affected biblical manuscripts. Omanson (2006:183) perhaps best 
summarizes this criticism by commenting, “The consistent absence in early 
manuscripts makes deliberate removal unlikely, but the unremittingly 
patriarchal nature of the early Church hardly makes his thought 
improbable.”
This is likely why there are some of modern era who continue to claim 
that the Pericope Adulterae does present Jesus in an awkward manner in 
regard to the sin of adultery. For example, Exell (1978:19-21) in the 
Biblical Illustrator claims that “the moral tendency of the passage is 
somewhat doubtful because it seems to represent our Lord Jesus as 
palliating a heinous sin.” If a conservative interpreter of the twentieth 
century still believes the passage presents Jesus in a bad light, then it may 
very well be possible that others in earlier centuries did as well. Similarly, 
because the textual history of the Pericope is so unique, Augustine’s (and 
those similar to his) theory must remain options to be discussed. As Delobel 
(2002:60 note 90) comments, “Augustine’s claim should not be dismissed 
out of hand.” This is especially true when one considers that contrary to 
these arguments, it can be noted that such dismissals of Augustine’s theory 
fail to take into consideration the fact that the manuscripts that are believed 
to be best manuscripts by modern day scholars may not necessarily be the 
best. The oldest manuscripts available to us today may not be as early as the 
ones that were observed by such writers as Jerome and Augustine. Without 
knowing exactly what manuscript these Church Fathers were privileged to, 
one cannot dismiss their theories so quickly. Similarly, as previously 
discussed, the earliest manuscripts that are in our possession today are all 
from the same region, Alexandria, potentially only providing one family of 
witnesses.
2007:383; Stanton, 1995:47; Culpepper, 1998:170; Boice, 1999:603; Scott, 
2000:53-82; Gench, 2004:137, 151-55.
337 Cf. Blass, 1898:160; Colwell, 1952:82; Metzger, 2004:189; Parker, 1997:101; 
Keener, 2003:735; Omanson, 2006:183.
Another argument suggested against Augustine’s theory is the claim that 
“there is no instance elsewhere of copyist’s removing an extensive passage 
for moral reasons” (Omanson, 2006:183). This, however, is an argument 
from silence. It does not mean that it did not or could not happen. Given 
the view of the Church and the Jewish faith of the early centuries, it is not 
impossible that such a passage might be removed, especially a passage that 
appears to show Jesus so easily forgiving a person caught in the act of sin 
and who shows little sign of repentance (Kelly, 1977:217-219; Hugenberger, 
2006). As Gench (2004:136) reminds us, “From its earliest history, the 
Church has been ill at ease with matters of sexual impropriety.” Burge 
(1984:146) further comments that “ethical perfection and penance clearly 
hallmarks the patristic area,” as he notes these sometimes harsh views of 
sexual sins.
Much of these stringent views may have been inherited from Judaism, 
but there were strict views regarding sexual sins in various ancient cultures 
as well (M’Clintock and Strong, 1891:84-87; Burge, 1984:146). For 
example in Roman law, adulterers were burned at the stake under the rule of 
Macrinus and either burned or sowed into sacks and thrown into the sea 
under Constantius and Constans (M’Clintock and Strong, 1891:86), even 
though much of the Roman views on sexuality were very lax. Later 
punishments would include the cutting of the nose or being locked up in a 
monastery. In Jewish traditions, the Mishnah taught that adulterers were to 
be stuck in a pile of dung and strangled in a tug-o-war style technique 
(Danby, 1933:391; Hugenberger, 2006). There is a reference in the Talmud 
of a priest’s daughter being burned for an act of fornication that occurred in 
the father’s house (Sanhed. 242). Some customs taught a husband was 
required to prosecute his wife in the case of infidelity (Sotah, xvi, 2). 
Qumran references Exodus 20:14 in speaking against adultery (4Q158 
f7_8: 1), and much of the Pseudepigrapha speaks against sexual sins as
well.338
Following suit, early Christian theology took a similar stance. Some 
Fathers demonized unlawful sexual activity, and further take the extreme 
position of advocating for no sexual passion at all, not even in marriages 
(McGuckin, 2004:307). Didache 15:3 teaches that a sufficient period of 
shunning by the community of faith was required for those guilty of adultery 
(Burge, 1984:146; Milavec, 2003:569). Theodosius instituted the “shocking 
practice of public constupration” for a period of time before later repealing 
such punishment (M’Clintock and Strong, 1891:86). Some Syrian Churches
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338 Cf. Sibyl. 3:764, Asher 2:8, 4:3, Joseph 4:6, 5:1, Abraham B10:13, B12:2, Jub. 
4:15, Phocyl. 3, Ps. Sol. 8:10-11, Isaiah M 2;5, SyrAAh. 2:6, ArmAh. 2:39.
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pronounced adultery as “unforgiveable” along with murder and apostasy 
(McGuckin, 2004:259). Both Cyprian (De lapsis) and Tertullian (De 
paenitentia 7, 9-10) questioned the reality of re-admittance to the Church 
following sexual sin (M’Clintock and Strong, 1891:86; Langstadt, 1957: 
251-257). Basil of Caesarea (can. 59) said that fifteen years or more was 
sufficient for such a period for excommunication (Burge, 1984:148; Evans, 
2006:92). Sexual sins, specifically that of adultery and fornication were not 
lightly tolerated in the ancient world both within and outside of the Church, 
and penitential practices were “harsh and rigorous” (Kirk, 1981:119). It is 
clear that the early Christians were struggling “with the lines of demarcation 
in conduct between themselves and the pagan world” (Marsh, 1957:683). 
Asceticism clearly played an important role in the early Church 
(Hendricksen, 1970:35)
It is possible that the text of John 7:53-8:11 is reflective of this principle. 
Just because there is no other case to compare the Pericope Adulterae with, 
it does not mean that one should automatically assume that this could not 
happen. The uniqueness of the pericope may have provided for unique 
textual transmission. This can further be stressed by noting that Augustine’s 
theory in some ways relates to the suggested rules for textual criticism. For 
example, Bruce Metzger (2005:120) claims that shorter readings are 
preferred, except in the case of material that may be “offensive to pious 
ears;” in these cases, the longer readings are preferred. Augustine’s claim is 
that the passage was removed for this very reason. This hardly proves his 
theory or any “suppression theory” for that matter, but it should perhaps 
provide pause in disregarding the Pericope Adulterae as a variant so quickly.
It has been objected that if this theory holds true, that it must be asked 
why similar passages, that may have what O’Day (1992:631ff) calls an 
“andocentric bias,” such as the woman who anoints Jesus in Luke 7:36-50 
and Samaritan Woman in John 4:7-39 make it into the canon (Keener, 2003; 
Knust, 2005:72-73; Keith, 2009:209). These examples, however, are not the 
same. Sinful women are presented in each, but in neither is Jesus’ asked to 
make a ruling about anyone’s sin. The Pericope Adulterae instead has Jesus 
refusing to make a judgment about a sin in a trial-like setting. Granted, in 
the former example, Jesus does forgive the woman who anoints his feet, but 
there is no direct violation of the Law in play. She is known to be a “sinner” 
(Luke 7:39), but she has not been caught “in the act” (John 8:4) as the 
woman in the pericope has. There are clearly numerous examples of 
“sinners” interacting with Jesus, but the woman in John 7:53-8:11 is the 
only person who has been caught in adultery and presented to Jesus in a 
trial-like manner where he is forced to make a ruling. Similarly, the woman 
in the story is one of the few examples of people who exhibits little or no
signs of repentance (contra the woman in Luke 7), yet who is released/ 
acquitted.
Perhaps a more forceful argument against Augustine's theory is that it 
fails to explain why preliminary verses of the pericope (7:53-8:2), which 
could be important to the setting and time of the Tabernacles Discourse in 
chapters 7 and 8, would have been omitted with the rest of the passage 
(Omanson, 2006:183). Though there are a few manuscripts which include 
these introductory verses while omitting the rest (cf. miniscule 795 and 
pc18), this is fairly uncommon.339 Instead, the vast majority of witnesses 
that are lacking the Pericope Adulterae, lack all twelve verses. A 
“suppression theory” cannot sufficiently account for this. The theory would 
need to be combined with a Lectionary Theory (see section 6.0 above) to 
account for this. It is possible that in order to provide for the best reading 
for the Pentecost lesson, that the preferred reading would be one that moved 
straight from John 7:52 to 8:12 as some suggest (Burgon, 1896:252; 
Wikgren, 1958:5-6; Hodges, 1979:329); however, this could be considered 
to be speculative. It must also be remembered that any time a combination 
of theories is applied to a discussion the probability of the argument 
decreases. Still probability does not rule out possibility. If the latter verses 
of the pericope were already in question and perhaps expunged from the 
Gospel, it is not too difficult to imagine that the first three verses were later 
removed for public reading practices. In the end, we cannot so easily 
dismiss Augustine’s theory, especially when we combine it with Ambrose’s 
earlier theory and the fact that he, Ambrose, and Jerome all appear to have 
read the Pericope Adulterae in the Gospel of John (Keith, 2009:115). 
Augustine was not alone in recognizing the androcentric fears of the early 
Church (O’Day, 1992:638-639), but the length that he goes to in detailing 
and defending the passage must heavily factor into theories of 
inclusion/omission of the Pericope Adulterae.
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339 Other examples of portions of the pericope being included do exist. Manuscripts 
047, l4, l67, l69, l70, f 1, l75, l81, l89, l90, l98, l101, l107, l125, l126, l139, l146, l185, l211, l217,
j229 ^67 ^80 j2S2 ^76 ^81 ^86 l390 ^96 ^98 412 ^05 (^Ä ^17 ^22 ^30 l431 ^62
l464, and l465 include only John 8:3-11. 1333c does likewise, but it includes the 
passage after Luke 24:35 rather than in the traditional location. Minuscules 129, 
259, 470, 564, 831, and 1356 place John 8:3-11 after John 21:25. ff2, l100, l130,
l429, l442, and l445 omit John 7:53 only. l435 and l520 include 8:2-11 only. Scrivener 
(1894:366) notes that 37, 102, and 105 include 8:3-11 only at the end of the 
Gospel of John. He also notes that the Jerusalem Syriac Lectionary includes 
7:53-8:2 for the lesson on Pentecost, while using 8:3-11 for St. Euphemia’s day 
(Ibid). Finally, he notes that 8:3-11 is missing in 77, 242, and 324 (Ibid, 365).
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9 .6  F u rth er W itnesses
The final witnesses mentioned are likely anti-climactic following the 
above discussions of Ambrose, Jerome, and Augustine; this is perhaps why 
most of these later witnesses are rarely mentioned by scholars with the 
exception of John Burgon (1896:247ff) and those who follow his work. A 
few later scholars, usually those who advocate for similar Majority Text 
Theories as those suggested by Burgon (cf. Fuller, 1975:145) and modern- 
day proponents on internet web-boards regarding the Pericope Adulterae (cf. 
Pericope de Adultera Homepage, 2007) appear to copy Burgon’s list of 
patristic references to the passage with little to no added information.
First, the African Father, Faustus, is cited as one who references the 
pericope in circa 400 A.D (Ap. Augustin viii. 463). In addition to those who 
follow Burgon, others who argue against the inclusion of John 7:53-8:11 are 
known to cite Faustus on occasion (cf. Rius-Camps, 2007:379-405; Willker, 
2007:10), but this appears to be rarity. Even these references seem to be at 
times following Burgon’s list. Though Faustus is occasionally cited, little is 
discussed concerning his reference. Instead, Augustine’s response to 
Faustus is what warrants most attention (Contra Faustum Book XXXIII). 
Faustus is a witness to the existence of the Pericope Adulterae, but certainly 
not a strong one.
Rufinus provides a little more for discussion given that he is likely the 
first person known to link the Papias/Eusebius report with the Pericope 
Adulterae, which he did in his translation of Eusebius's Historia 
Ecclesiastica into Latin around 402 A.D. (Nicholson, 1879:53; Keith, 
2009:201). His witness is also cited on occasion, usually in passing (cf. 
Meyer, 1875; Burgon, 1896:248; Willker, 2007:10). Rufinus appears to 
have altered the indefinite Papias/Eusebius phrase “[a woman accused of] 
many sin s” to “an adulterous woman [who is accused by the Jews before the 
Lord].” This change does not confirm what Eusebius meant in his earlier 
reference, but it does suggest that Rufinus understood Eusebius to refer the 
woman in John 7:53-8:11. William Peterson (1997:199) largely dismisses 
Rufinus’ work by noting that he was a disciple of Didymus, who had 
referenced the pericope earlier. While this may be true, it does not diminish 
the fact that Rufinus does reference the pericope and that he understood 
Papias to have referenced the passage centuries earlier. However, this only 
informs us of Rufinus’ view (and possibly that of Didymus), not necessarily 
that of Papias and/or Eusebius. Rufinus does not help in distinguishing 
where Papias read the story from: the Gospel according to the Hebrews, the 
Gospel of John, or some other location.
Similar to that of Faustus, Peter Chrysologus and Sedulius the Scot are 
cited on occasion for making early references to the pericope in 433 A.D. 
and 434-435 A.D. respectively, but little is discussion is offered regarding
either’s comments. Instead, Burgon’s (1896:188) work is referenced with 
the note that Chrysologus “mystically explains the entire incident” in his 
Sermon 115 and that Sedulius “makes it the subject of a poem and devotes a 
whole chapter to it” in Ap. Galland, ix. 553 and 590. Chrysologus appears 
to refer to Jesus’ writing on the ground as an act of forgiveness (Keith, 
2009:14), commenting that Jesus “preferred to write forgiveness in the sand 
rather than to utter condemnation about the flesh” (Sermon 115). Reviewing 
Chyrsologus’ sermon, it can be noted that he states that the pericope is “in 
the Gospel,” with no mention of what particular Gospel this might be (Knust 
and Wasserman, 2008:4). While one can clearly understand Chrysologus’ 
interpretation of the story, it is not so easy to decipher where he read the 
story. Sedulius, on the other hand, provides even less to discuss. He is 
mentioned in listing of witnesses (cf. Meyer, 1875; Rius-Camps, 2007:379­
405; Willker, 2007:10), but outside of Burgon’s comments (1896:188), no 
one appears to discuss the Father’s testimony in any detail.
Similarly, Vigilius of Tapsus and Gelasius the Bishop of Rome are only 
mentioned in passing as those who cite the Pericope Adulterae. Vigilius is 
said to have referred to the Pericope Adulterae in a text in 484 A.D. that was 
at one time wrongly ascribed to Idacius (Burgon, 1896:249); Gelasius is said 
to have quoted John 8:3, 7, 10, and 11 in Conc. iv. 1235 in 492 A.D. (Ibid). 
Unfortunately there is no discussion of either offered by Burgon or any who 
reproduce his list of witnesses (cf. Fuller, 1975:148; Willker, 2007:10). 
Chris Keith (2009:223) makes note of Vigilius, but this is done in reference 
to Ambrose’s instruction given to Vigilius, rather than any work of Vigilius 
himself. Gelasius does not even warrant this much mentioning. Burgon 
(1896:249) and Willker (2007:10) both list him as a witness; Burgon 
somewhat details which verses Gelasius discusses, but even this is left 
wanting. Keith (2009:122 note 51) notes Gelasius’ reference, but he does so 
in a footnote with several other Fathers cited, apparently as minor witnesses 
not worthy of any further discussion.
Even worse is the case of Leo the Great and Victorinus/Victorius. While 
both are listed on occasion as Patristic witnesses who comment or reference 
John 7:53-8:11 in the fifth century (Davidson, 1884:356; Bright, 1886:183; 
Keith, 2009:122 note 51), there is little discussion about these Fathers. Leo 
references the pericope, citing John 8.11 as evidence that Jesus theoretically 
could have forgiven Judas (Sermon 62.4), but little is known beyond this. 
Even Burgon, who appears to be the major source of everyone else’s list of 
Patristic witnesses for the Pericope Adulterae, fails to reference Leo. 
Victorinus, likewise, suffers a similar fate. He is mentioned by Burgon 
(1896:248) and by Willker (2007:10), but nothing is said of Victorinus’ 
work. Burgon does not even cite a particular work, only referring to his 
name. The only possible detail that can be found is in the Catholic
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Encyclopedia (1913:459) which suggests that Victorinus may have followed 
some of Papias’ work, preserving some of Papias’ statements. It is possible 
that Victorinus’ statement is in reference to Papias’ earlier comment about 
the Pericope Adulterae, but this is extremely unclear.
Finally with Cassiodorus does one find some more helpful discussion by 
a few scholars, mostly by Knust (2006:520) and O’Loughlin (2000:99-100), 
but additionally noted as a witness by Davidson (1848:356), Burgon 
(1896:248), and Willker (2007:10). Cassiodorus discusses the pericope in a 
commentary on Psalm 56:7 (Expositio Psalmorum 56.7). Interestingly, 
Cassiodorus’ comments include discussion about the many possible scribal 
interpretive glosses found in some versions of the passage, such as the fact 
that Jesus bowed his head due to the hard-heartedness of the scribes and 
Pharisees and that these opponents trapped themselves in the pit (hell) 
(O’Loughlin, 2000:99-100; Knust, 2006:520). Further, Cassiodorus states 
that John 8:11 is “in the Gospel” (Explanation o f the Psalms 31.2). 
Similarly, in quoting John 8:5 verbatim (Keith, 2009:122 note 50), he refers 
to the author of the pericope as “the Evangelist.” Cassidodorus’ lengthy, yet 
sometimes ambiguous, comments do allow us to see that the Pericope 
Adulterae likely had found a home within the Gospel of John, at least in the 
Western Church by the late fifth century or early sixth.
Synopsis Sacrae Scripturae, an ancient treatise which has been 
traditionally ascribed to Athanasius but now considered to have been 
composed by an anonymous Greek Churchman (pseudo-Athanasius) 
sometime in the sixth century (Smith, 1849:397; Wenger, 2006:197; Keith, 
2009:122), also mentions the story. The text surveys the Gospel of John and 
mentions the pericope after discussing Nicodemus’ argument with the 
Jewish leadership at the end of John 7 (PG 28.401-2); immediately 
following the reference to the Pericope Adulterae, John 8.21b is quoted. 
Synopsis Sacrae Scripturae serves as a witness to the pericope in the Gospel 
of John, likely in its traditional locations between chapters 7 and 8, but due 
to the difficulty in dating the text and identifying its author it is usually 
minimized in discussions (Keith, 2009:122, 197 note 9). Interestingly, the 
work is unmentioned by Burgon.
Similarly, Zacharias Rhetor discusses the pericope briefly in Historia 
Ecclesiastica 8.7, though not in great detail. His work is also not widely 
known. In fact, it is debatable whether or not Zacharias Rhetor is truly the 
author of the work (Peterson, 1997:220 note 99; Pummer, 2002:233); it has 
been suggested that the work is likely from a Greek chronicler who used The 
Syriac Chronicle Know as Zachariah o f Mitylene as a source (Hamilton and 
Brooks, 1899; Willker, 2007:11). The work is preserved only in Syriac 
(Pummer, 2002:232-233; Knust, 2006:523), but is likely a translation from 
an earlier Greek text (Keith, 2009:124 note 56). In this text, the story of the
woman is referenced as belonging to the Gospel of John, but additional 
elements are included such as an unwanted pregnancy, Jesus’ question about 
what the Law requires, the requirement of two to three witnesses for capital 
punishment, and reference to Jesus “as God” knowing the thoughts of the 
accusers (Becker, 1963:16 note 29, 179; Willker, 2007:11). This form of 
the story is known as the “Mara” version, for the story is said by Zacharias 
to have been found in the Gospel of the holy bishop Mara (Petersen, 
1997:200); it is interesting but unfortunately unreliable and therefore 
relatively unproductive for the present discussion.
In disappointing fashion, the witness of Gregory the Great provides little 
information as well. Burgon (1896:188, 248) cites Gregory as referring to 
the pericope, but no discussion is offered. Keith (2009:122 note 51) refers 
to Gregory’s work from Commentarie sur le Premier des Rois 98:2 (2004, 
volume 4), but offers no discussion. Likewise, Bede is said to have 
connected the events of the Pericope Adulterae with John 8:12 in the 
seventh century in his Homilies on the Gospels 1.25, but little is known 
about this connection (Atherton, 2000:128; Oden, 2006:272ff), other than 
Oden’s (2006:272) observation that Bede uses the pericope to advocate for 
justice beginning with oneself. Atherton (2000:115-116) further suggests 
that Bede connects Jesus’ writing with a display of his humanity contrasted 
with the display of his divinity expressed in standing and speaking. Neither 
Gregory nor Bede’s witness appears to draw much support.
The unknown fifth century authors of two famous treatises appear to 
make probable references to the passage. According to Burgon (1896:188 
note 605), 'Promiss.' De Promissionibus dimid. temp. (saec. iv) quotes John 
8:4, 5, 9 (pp.2, c. 22, col. 147b Ignot. Auct., De Vocatione omnium Gentium, 
ap. OPp. Prosper. Aquit. (1782), i. p. 460-1), stating, “Adulteram ex legis 
constitutione lapidandam...liberavit...cum executores praecepti de 
conscientiis territi, trementem ream sub illius iudicio reliquissent...Et 
inclinatus, id est ad humana dimissus...’digito scribebat in terram,’ ut legem 
mandatorum per gratiae decreta vacuaret.” These works reference the 
adulteress, Jesus’ writing on the ground, the conviction of conscience by the 
accusers, and the dismissal of the woman. It is highly likely that this is a 
reference to the Pericope Adulterae, but without any reference to where this 
was read, there is little that can be gained for the current discussion. There 
appears to be no other scholar Burgon corroborates who Burgon’s claim.
Finally, Euthymius Zigabenus (or Zigadenus) in circa 1118 A.D. 
references the pericope, but he likewise does not include anything about the 
authorship of the passage. In the 1971 version of his Textual Commentary on 
the Greek New Testament, Metzger (1971:219-221) wrongly cited 
Euthymius as the only Greek Father to reference the Pericope Adulterae 
prior to the twelfth century; however, as noted above, this is inaccurate and
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has thus been corrected by Bart Ehrman in his 1994 revision of Metzger’s 
work. Euthymius appears to believe the pericope to be an interpolation 
stating that it is “an addition to the Gospel” (Scrivener, 1894:364-368). He 
does, however, affirm the ecclesiastical usage of the passage, perhaps 
indicating that the story was known and even used in Church practice, 
stating that it is “not without use” (Davidson, 1848:356-357; Hort, 1896:83). 
Euthymius’ view appears to be similar to that of many modern-day scholars 
who disregard the Pericope Adulterae as being authentic to the Gospel of 
John, but who nevertheless consider the story to be a genuine tradition about 
Jesus (see section 1.0 in Chapter 1). Euthymius thus becomes a witness for 
the existence of the Pericope Adulterae in the Gospel of John, but he is 
likely to be considered an unwelcome witness for those who argue for 
Johannine authorship due to the fact that he views the pericope as an 
interpolation. His witness bears little on the conversation, however, for it 
has already been demonstrated that John 7:53-8:11 was found in many 
copies of the Fourth Gospel well before Euthymius’ time.
The sum of the witnesses in this section provides little to add to the 
present discussion, especially when compared to the weightier evidence of 
the earlier and more prominent witnesses detailed above. Perhaps this is 
why few scholars mention these sources. Other than John Burgon and the 
legion of folks who appear to have “cut-and-pasted” his list, things are 
relatively quiet. It has been demonstrated that many ancient Church Fathers 
do refer to the text. Unfortunately, many only mention the pericope in 
passing, and those who quote it extensively do little more than confirm what 
has already been observed from the manuscript evidence: the Pericope 
Adulterae was included in at least some early manuscripts of the Gospel of 
John, and that it had a more sure footing in the Church of the West. The 
only additional observation that can be noted is the fact that John 7:53-8:11 
appears to have gained widespread usage in the ancient world. Much like its 
usage in the varied versions of the New Testament, a wide range of Church 
Fathers from Africa, Europe, and Asia demonstrate knowledge of and at 
times submission to what they considered to be an authoritative text.
9 .7  “M issin g” W itnesses
What may be more striking is not so much those who do reference the 
pericope, but rather who do not. Much has been made of the fact that 
neither commentators on the Gospel of John such as Origen, Theodore 
Mopsuestias, Cyril of Alexandria, and John Chrysostom nor such Fathers as 
Tertullian or Cyprian, who both wrote extensively on the subject of
adultery, mention the passage.340 Added to this is the occasional 
mentioning of Nonnus, Cosmas, and Theophylact’s silence regarding the 
pericope;341 however, Tertullian appears to be singled out as the chief 
witness against the pericope due to the fact that due to what he wrote about 
the forgiveness of adultery and fornication near the end of the second 
century. Becker (1963:11-12) and Zevros (2005:5) have both commented 
that the silence of the Greek patristic tradition is “deafening.” Against this 
Hodges (1979:330 note 44) asks, “Since the [Egyptian] manuscripts 
themselves show that the omission was not uncommon in Egypt, does not 
the accumulation of patristic names from the same region add anything 
significant to the weight of evidence?” Hodges makes a valid point, but 
given that most do not follow his suggestion in regards to the textual 
evidence, little support seems to be given to his suggestion regarding the 
silence of certain Fathers. Thus, the evidence (or lack there of) must be 
attended to.
In De Pudicitia (ca. 220 A.D.), Tertullian objects to what is an apparent 
edict issued by a bishop which seems to clear the way for former 
adulterers/fornicators to be reinstated into the Church following repentance 
(Greenslade, 1957:Appendix, 74ff).342 Tregelles (1854:243) suggests that 
Tertullian’s response may refer to Philosophoumena of Hippolytus, while
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340 Cf. Penn, 1837:267; Alford, 1863:777; Westcott and Hort, 1891:85; Scrivener, 
1894:612; McLachlan, 1920:259; Streeter, 1924:89; Hoskyns, 1940:674; Lange, 
1950:268; Macgregor, 1959:211; McMillan, 1959:21; Ward, 1959:131; Becker, 
1963:11-12; Godet, 1978:84; Burge, 1984:142-143; Zevros, 2005:5ff. The UBS 
Greek New Testament also lists Clement among the Greek Fathers who fail to 
discuss the passage, but there is no further discussion offered.
341 Cf. Meyer, 1884:256; Lange, 1950:268; Hendrickson, 1970:34; Burge, 
1984:142-143; Aland and Aland, 1989:168, 293.
342 Tertullian states: “Audio edictum esse propositum, et quidem peremptorium, 
'Pontifex scilicet Maximus, episcopus episcoporum dicit: Ego et moechiae et 
fornicationis delicta, poenitentia functis, dimitto" (I hear that there has even been 
an edict set forth, and a peremptory one too. The Pontifex Maximus - that is, the 
bishop of bishops - issues an edict: ‘I remit, to such as have discharged (the 
requirements of) repentance, the sins both of adultery and of fornication’” (De 
Pudicitia 19.23-5), and “Si ostendas de quibus patrociniis exemplorum 
praeceptorumque coelestium, soli moechiae, et inea fornicationi quoque, januam 
poenitentiae expandas, ad hanc jam lineam dimicabit nostra congressio" (If thou 
canst shew me by what authority of heavenly examples or precepts thou open a 
door for penitence to adultery alone, and therein to fornication, our controversy 
shall be disputed on that ground” (De Pudicitia 21.15)(Translation by Bettenson, 
1956:154-155).
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others comment that this is directed against Callistus (Kidd, 1922:1:371; 
Ward, 1959:137). The recipient of Tertullian’s letter remains a mystery, but 
according to some the real mystery lies in the fact there is no reference to 
the Pericope Adulterae, when this text would have provided the most direct 
teaching from scripture that he could have appealed to (Penn, 1837:267-268; 
Tregelles, 1857; Davidson, 1896:513). Penn (1837:267-268) even labels the 
Pericope Adulterae as the chief example that allows for the forgiveness of 
adultery, leading to his further suggestion and that Tertullian’s silence 
demonstrates that the pericope was not available to him in his copy of the 
Gospel of John. Hodges (1979:330) declares such arguments to be 
“notoriously tenuous and inconclusive.” Once again, Hodges makes a valid 
point. It could simply be that suggestions like that of Penn is simply an 
argument from silence. Just because the Pericope Adulterae would have 
been a perfect passage to use, does not mean that Tertullian would have 
been required to use it. We simply cannot know Tertullian’s viewpoint.
More importantly, if one assumes that Tertullian did not find the 
Pericope Adulterae in the Gospel of John and therefore rejected the 
possibility of forgiveness for adulterers, where did the unnamed bishop find 
grounds for his edict extending forgiveness? Did he find grounds from the 
Pericope Adulterae? Given the stern views of the early Church (see section 
9.5), it seems that such a claim would need sufficient validation from a 
legitimate source, most likely from a canonical source. This is largely due 
to the fact that Tertullian appears to have held similarly strict views 
regarding adultery, refusing to forgive this particular sin (Kidd, 1922:1:371). 
Even Gary Burge (1984:147) who argues that the silence of such Fathers as 
Tertullian is significant, nevertheless notes that Tertullian, Origen, and 
Cyprian viewed sexual sins as “especially heinous and without forgiveness.” 
Given this view, Tertullian may have chosen not to reference the Pericope 
Adulterae because it either ran counter to his doctrine or because it had a 
questionable textual history. His silence is unusual, but not without 
explanation. That to which he indirectly speaks may even provide evidence 
of the Pericope Adulterae’s early use in some parts of the Church.
As for Cyprian, he too appears to teach that sexual sins were especially 
heinous and without forgiveness in a 256 A.D. work, De bono Patientiae, 
section 14 (Greenslade, 1957:117; Burge, 1984:147). He states that certain 
bishops of province of North Africa had “thought that reconciliation ought 
not to be given to adulterers and allowed to conjugal infidelity no place at 
all for repentance” (Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum, 
Academia Litterarum Vindobonensis, vol. iii, p.638). Cyprian’s Epistles, 
written at various point before his death in 258 A.D., discuss specific 
directions in dealing with the sin of adultery; though he mentions 
forgiveness for adultery, Cyprian does not reference the Pericope Adulterae,
which leads to claims that he was unaware of the passage due to its apparent 
absence from the Gospel of John.343
It is difficult to know what to make of Cyprian’s silence. Much like that 
of Tertullian, one cannot be absolutely certain that Cyprian did not know of 
the pericope, but it must also be admitted that his silence is a bit odd. Also 
like that of Tertullian, Cyprian may have chosen not to reference the 
Pericope Adulterae because it either ran counter to his doctrine or because it 
had a questionable textual history. Even if he was aware of such a passage 
as John 7:53-8:11, he may have been timid to cite it given the apparent 
consensus of his contemporaries in the Church. His silence is unfortunate 
for those who advocate for the inclusion of the Pericope Adulterae in the 
Gospel of John, for he is arguably the most influential Latin writer before 
Ambrose and Augustine (Aland and Aland, 1989:216).
Origen, the early third century Church Father from Alexandria is also 
noted for being silent about the Pericope Adulterae (Hills, 1984:159-160; 
Burge, 1984:142-143; Zevros, 2005:5ff). This is even more notable when it 
one considers that Origen wrote a verse by verse commentary on the Fourth 
Gospel in ca. 248 A.D. (Bettenson, 1963), with no mention of the pericope. 
It is once again difficult to know what to make of Origen’s silence. He 
certainly appears to have held the same severe view regarding the sin of 
adultery as the aforementioned Fathers, believing it to be an unpardonable 
sin (De orat. 28.10, In lev. hom. 11.2). Further complicating the matter is 
the fact that his commentary of Gospel of John is lacking or mutilated over 
the fifth, sixth, and seventh chapters (Exell and Spence, 1890-1919), where 
the pericope would eventually be included if it were being discussed. Still it 
is more probable to conclude that Origen does not reference the Pericope 
Adulterae. This may not be that unusual, however, given that Origen does 
so with occasional verses/passages in his commentary; John 7:53-8:11 may 
be another example of this practice (Burgon, 1896:258).
Against this argument, it should be noted that he does comment on every 
verse from 7:40 to 7:52 and then continues directly from 8:12 in the same 
manner. However, in rebuttal of this, one must remember that Origen’s 
commentary is designed to follow the public reading traditions of the early 
lectionary system. Since liturgical commentaries do not generally comment 
on verses that were not publicly read (Exell and Spence, 1890-1919), one 
can assume that Origen likewise only comments upon verses which are
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343 Penn, 1837:267; Alford, 1863:777; Westcott and Hort, 1891:85; Scrivener, 
1894:612; McLachlan, 1920:259; Streeter, 1924:89; Hoskyns, 1940:674; Lange, 
1950:268; Macgregor, 1959:211; McMillan, 1959:21; Ward, 1959:131; Godet, 
1978:84; Burge, 1984:142-143; Zevros, 2005:5ff.
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publicly read. If in fact John 7:40-52 followed by 8:12 is to be read during 
the Pentecost service as many lectionaries indicate, it is probable that John 
7:53-8:11 was omitted intentionally in the commentary, because it was 
omitted intentionally from the lection. Finally, it must be noted that because 
Origen worked in the region of Alexandria, it is quite possible that the 
pericope was absent from his copies of the Gospel of John, given the 
evidence already demonstrated above for the manuscripts from this region. 
Origen’s silence may simply confirm the textual evidence of the 
Alexandrian manuscripts. At the very least, it confirms the common view of 
the day that adultery was unforgivable sin.
This view should likely be factored into all three Fathers just discussed; 
the silence of Tertullian, Cyprian, and Origen may further reflect their well- 
documented views against forgiveness for those who committed adultery.344 
Either there were already doubts about the text due to the sporadic inclusion 
of the passage in manuscripts or such early Fathers could not accept such a 
passage due to their doctrinal positions regarding sexual sins like adultery, 
and thus they further contributed to doubts about the passage.
Still, few scholars remain convinced of this, further noting that John 
Chrysostom, the late fourth/early fifth century Father, neglects to reference 
the pericope in his works on the Gospel of John as well.345 However, this 
may not be a significant as it first seems, for Chrysostom is said have been 
fond of commenting only on “preachable texts” (Aland and Aland, 
1989:168). It is quite probable that John 7:53-8:11 would not have been 
deemed “preachable” in his day given the views about adultery that have 
already been detailed. Similarly, in his Homilies on the Gospel o f John 
(circa 389 A.D.), Chyrsostom comments on a few verses at a time as he 
moves through the Gospel text; however, he does not comment on every 
verse, including passing over many verses in John 7 and 8. In fact, he 
moves from discussing John 7:45-46 in Homily LII to discussing John 8:20 
in Homily LIII (Schaff, 1994:184-188). Not only is the Pericope Adulterae
344 Greenslade, 1957:32, 74-75, 83, 137-138; Burge, 1984:147; Gench, 2004:154; 
Evans, 2006:92.
345 Penn, 1837:267; Alford, 1863:777; Streeter, 1924:89; Hoskyns, 1940:674; 
Lange, 1950:268; Ward, 1959:131; Godet, 1978:84; Burge, 1984:142-143. 
Against this, Tommy Wasserman and Jennifer Knust (2008) reference a sermon 
on Jacobus de Voragine (Sabbato Sermo 1.45-48) where he cites Chrysostom as 
making a reference to John 7:53-8:11 stating terra absorbe hos uiros abdicatos 
(Earth, swallow these men who have been disowned), which the pair believes to 
be connected with an earlier statement by Ambrose: terra terram accusat (earth 
accuses earth). Still many scholars list Chrysostom as one of the silent Fathers.
passed over, but so is Nicodemus’ argument at the end of chapter 7 and 
Jesus “I am the light of the world” statement in 8:12.
In regards to Theodore of Mopsuestia and Cyril of Alexandria, while 
their silence is noteworthy, it is also similar to the already discussed Fathers. 
Both published commentaries on the Fourth Gospel, Theodore in circa 424 
A.D. and Cyril in circa 440 A.D. Cyril’s silence could be due to the fact, 
like Origen that he worked in Alexandria which may have provided him 
only with Alexandrian manuscripts that omit the passage. If the pericope 
were in Cyril’s manuscripts, he along with Theodore could have simply 
chosen not to comment, since commentators did not discuss what is not read 
in public (Exell and Spence, 1890-1919). Tregelles (1857:236-237) objects 
claiming that that these Fathers provide line-by-line commentaries of the 
Fourth Gospel, and yet they neglect to discuss the Pericope Adulterae even 
in passing; however, Tregelles argument does not hold for these line-by-line 
commentaries only comment on those passages which are publicly read. 
John 7:53-8:11 does not appear to have been publicly read as a part of the 
liturgical calendar until the later into the fifth century for the Feast of St. 
Pelagia.346 All three of these Fathers commented on the Fourth Gospel 
before this time, leaving room for such an objection.
Finally, the silence of Nonnus, Cosmas, and Theophylact is likewise 
somewhat noteworthy, though perhaps note as much as those discussed 
above.347 Nonnus was a Greek epic poet who lived at the end of the 
fourth/early fifth century and apparently converted to Christianity late in 
life. He produced a paraphrase of the Gospel of John, usually referred to as 
a “metrical paraphrase,” dealing with each verse in the Gospel. This 
paraphrase also included some embellishments. Nonnus omits the Pericope 
Adulterae in the paraphrase. This is not extremely problematic for it can be 
noted that Nonnus does skip verses regularly. At the same time, Tregelles 
(1857:237) has pointed out that no other narrative portion of such length as 
this is omitted. Nonnus’ silence remains debatable.
Less is known about Cosmas Indicopleustes, a Greek sailor in the early 
sixth century, who became monk and wrote and illustrated an interesting 
little book called Christian Topography some time in the mid-sixth century 
after traveling to various parts of the world (Pummer, 2002:332). This work 
included everything from commentary about creation to descriptions of the
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Willker, 2007:16.
347 Meyer, 1884:256; Lange, 1950:268; Hendrickson, 1970:34; Burge, 1984:142­
143; Aland and Aland, 1989:168, 293.
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size of the sun to archaeological evidence confirming Old Testament 
narratives to quotes from other Patristic witnesses confirming the findings of 
Cosmas’ book (Crindle, 1897). It is uncertain where Cosmas is supposed to 
have included the Pericope Adulterae if he had considered it to be original, 
but Cosmas is nevertheless cited as a witness for the omission of the 
pericope by the Davidson (1896:513). Against Cosmas’ witness is the 
peculiarity of his book. Though the pericope is nowhere to be found in his 
work, the book can hardly be identified as a reliable source. The book is 
nothing like a commentary on the Gospel itself; instead it appears to be a 
collection of varied and at times bizarre teachings. At the very least, it can 
be noted that Cosmas was an Alexandrian monk and may have been 
influenced by the Alexandrian text which we have already observed as being 
heavily against the passage.
Theophylact, the medieval Bulgarian archbishop, is lastly cited as 
another silent Father by Hort in his Introduction of the 1882 second edition 
of his and Westcott’s Greek Text (1882). Little, however, is known about 
Theophylact other than his preserved commentaries on the Gospels, Acts, 
Pauline, and Catholic Epistles, Hosea, Jonah, Nahum and Habakkuk, along 
with a few other treatises on Church matters. Theophylact does not comment 
on the Pericope Adulterae in his commentary on the Gospels; however, his 
witness against the passage is unique. It is difficult to argue that he was 
unaware of the Pericope Adulterae given the fact that his works are from the 
eleventh century, at a point in history where the pericope appears to have 
gained quite a foothold in New Testament manuscripts. It seems more likely 
that he chose not to comment on the passage because it was either not in use 
in the lectionary or because he deemed it unnecessary to be discussed.
In the end, one cannot be certain as to why any of these Church Fathers 
failed to discuss John 7:53-8:11. It is most likely that few commented on 
the story in the early Church because it was thought to be “too easily 
misinterpreted as countenancing unchastity” (Morris, 1995:779). Various 
theories such as this can be offered, possibly some relating to a Lectionary 
Theory, but it must be acknowledged that the silence of many Church 
Fathers is puzzling. It remains an open question whether the silence of these 
Fathers is due to an unawareness of the existence of the Pericope Adulterae 
or whether it is due to blatant decisions to not comment on such a 
controversial passage. In light of the numerous others who do comment on 
the passage and the evidence for the existence of the pericope demonstrated 
in various early manuscripts, it seems more probable that the latter 
explanation is a more sufficient explanation than the former. Still the debate 
is far from settled.
10.0  C o n c l u s io n
Discussions of external evidence is extremely complicated. Due to the 
fact that various debates about which manuscripts are best, the significance 
of umlaut/asterisks, and the reliability of Patristic witnesses continue, 
further investigation of the various theories proposed in regards to collating 
the strands of evidence needs to be conducted. No definite conclusions are 
suggested in this chapter in regards to any of these debates. Instead, the 
external evidence has been discussed, the significance of each piece of 
evidence has been weighed, and observations have been made in regards to 
this weighing of evidence. Based on the information discussed above, as 
well as the previous two chapters, a range of theories aimed at explaining 
how the pericope was either added or omitted from the Gospel of John will 
be suggested in the pages that follow. Before doing so, however, it is 
necessary to summarize the external evidence detailed in this chapter as the 
foundation for the theories that will follow.
The above discussion of the external evidence began with a discussion of 
the Greek manuscripts for and against the text traditionally known as John 
7:53-8:11. From this survey, it is evident that the four earliest manuscripts, 
P66, P75, Sinaiticus (n), and Vaticanus (B), all are found to be without the 
pericope. Though these texts do omit the passage, it is also worth noting 
that all four come from the same region, are Alexandrian in text type, and 
show possible signs of being related to one another. If in fact these 
manuscripts are related, this would provide essentially one witness rather 
than four, though it would remain one witness against the inclusion of the 
Pericope Adulterae. It is also noted that given the favorable climate for 
preserving papyri/manuscripts in this region, it may simply an accident that 
these manuscripts are the oldest in our possession today; other equally 
substantial and perhaps even more substantial manuscripts may have since 
long perished in other regions with dissimilar climates. Similarly, more 
substantial manuscripts may simply remain undiscovered, and of those we 
have too few may have been sufficiently studied and classified (Aland and 
Aland, 1989:332). However, one can only speculate. This remains an 
argument from silence.
The available evidence does appear to indicate that the Pericope 
Adulterae was in existence and likely known to the scribes of these earliest 
manuscripts, based on the markings (asterisks/ umlaut) found within the 
manuscripts in the locations where the pericope would traditionally be 
found. While it remains debatable if these markings indicate known 
interpolations omitted in the exemplars from which the manuscripts were 
copied, the scribes’ decisions to omit the pericope from the manuscripts in 
contrast to the exemplar’s decision to include, a passage that has been 
removed from the text to aid in public reading (lectionary), or simply as
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liturgical markings for pause/breathing, there does seem to be some 
indication that John 7:53-8:11 was known to the scribes of these earliest 
manuscripts, P66, P75, Sinaiticus (N), and Vaticanus (B).
Additional early manuscripts that are in question regarding the pericope 
are that of Alexandrinus (A) and Ephraemi (C). Both of these texts are 
missing the pages that would have included the Pericope Adulterae (or 
shown its absence), and while it remains debatable as to whether or not there 
is enough room to have included the pericope in these texts, most scholars 
rule against the inclusion of the passage based on their measurements of the 
space required to include the twelve verses. Though the majority rules, one 
cannot be absolutely certain of either view. One can, however, determine 
that both texts resemble the earlier manuscripts, and therefore may be 
related or at least influenced by the earlier manuscripts omissions of the 
passage. This may be especially true of Alexandrinus.
The oldest manuscript that does include John 7:53-8:11 is the fifth 
century Codex Bezae, though complications arise in citing this manuscript 
due to evidence of assimilations from the Latin manuscripts and various 
scribal interpolations that have clouded many scholars’ opinions of the 
codex. However, the text of the Pericope Adulterae does not bear any 
resemblance to these oddities found in Bezae, and therefore one should not 
so easily dismiss the codex. In fact, since Bezae appears to have been based 
on an older exemplar of the second, third, or fourth century, this Greek/Latin 
diglot may serve as proof that the pericope had a home in both Greek and 
Latin at a much earlier point in history. This is a view that appears to be 
corroborated by Jerome.
The remaining early manuscripts Borgianus (T), Washingtonesis (W), 
and Purpureus Petropolitanus (N) provided little for discussion, though each 
omits the passage, with usual scribal marks included. It remains open to 
debate as to whether these marking are liturgical in nature or if they are 
scribal notations of deliberate omission. Whatever the case, scribal 
awareness of the Pericope Adulterae appears to be indicated. The later 
Greek manuscripts evidence is mixed, with some omitting the passage with 
no notation, some omitting the passage with markings or vacant spaces 
indicating knowledge of the passage, and others including the pericope both 
with and without extra markings provided. From the ninth century on, one 
begins to see a steady increase of manuscripts eventually becoming a 
majority of manuscripts in later centuries.
In analyzing the evidence of the Greek manuscripts several conclusions 
can be drawn: 1) Of the nine earliest papyri and manuscripts only one 
includes the Pericope Adulterae, the fifth century Western text, Codex 
Bezae (D). 2) Though the vast majority of the earliest texts omit the 
pericope, nearly all of them show possible signs that John 7:53-8:11 was a
known textual variant of scripture. 3) Spaces, dots, and asterisks/umlaut 
may have been used to indicate that scribes knowingly omitted the pericope 
in the manuscripts being reproduced or that the exemplars from which these 
scribes copied from had knowingly omitted the verses. 4) Many of these 
early texts also appear to have possible lectionary influence, which could 
give possible reason for omission of the Pericope Adulterae if preparation 
for public reading included skipping or passing over verses for readings of 
particular occasions. 5) It is also possible that the pericope was in existence 
in certain manuscripts, perhaps as early as 200 A.D. (or 175 A.D. depending 
on the dating of P75) if it is assumed that the umlaut present in P66 and P75 
indicate knowledge of the text. 6) The earliest of all Greek manuscripts and 
papyri in possession today (P66, P75, Sinaiticus, and Vaticanus) appear to all 
come from the same region, Alexandria, and thus 7) may only form one or 
two actual witnesses since the texts appear to be related and/or from the 
same region. 8) Many of the later manuscripts such as W, L, and 0  show 
signs of possible Alexandrian influence, similar to these earlier witnesses.
Next, the additional versions of other languages were compared with 
these Greek manuscripts. The evidence is mixed, with many omitting the 
passage but also many including it. The earliest version to contain John 
7:53-8:11 was the Latin Vulgate. Of the additional versions, the Pericope 
Adulterae is found in varying degree in the Arabic (ninth century), the 
Persian (seventeenth and eighteenth centuries), the Ethiopic (thirteenth 
century or later), the Palestinian Syriac (Aramaic, circa twelfth and 
thirteenth centuries), the Anglo-Saxon (tenth century), the Old Latin, later 
Latin manuscripts, and the Philoxenian Syriac (possibly of the early sixth 
century). In addition to these manuscripts, the Pericope Adulterae is found 
in a few copies of the Coptic, Armenian, and Syriac manuscripts, though it 
is missing from the majority of the manuscripts in these languages. The 
Gothic (sixth century), Georgian (ninth century), and Slavonic (tenth 
century) all omit the verses as well. Additionally, some Latin manuscripts 
omit the pericope. Perhaps not surprisingly, manuscripts that appear to have 
Egyptian influence omit the pericope much like our earliest Greek versions. 
The significance of the versional evidence is that though John 7:53-8:11 
does not find widespread acceptance in all manuscripts, it does find 
widespread acceptance in many manuscripts. The text was apparently much 
maligned in the other languages, much like that of the Greek, but still it 
found enough support to have been included in manuscripts far and wide in 
the ancient world.
Before moving on to further Patristic evidence, pause was given in order 
to discuss various theories regarding the origin of the pericope and also the 
misplacement of these twelve verses within in the New Testament canon. 
None of the sections provided much evidence to sway current the
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understanding of the passage, with the possible exception of the Lectionary 
Theory. Though the Pericope Adulterae is found in alternative locations, 
the manuscripts that dislocate the passage in such locations are all ninth 
century or later, and given the nature of the pericope’s difficult textual 
history may reflect poor attempts to insert or reinsert the passage at a much 
later date. The weight of evidence seems to indicate that the traditional 
location at John 7:53-8:11 is likely the earliest and most well-attested 
location for the pericope. Similarly, Majority Text, Multiple Version, and 
Source Theories, though previously discussed in Chapter 2, were discussed 
in more detail. Each has some proponents, but none of these theories finds 
wholesale support. Source Theories do provide possible explanations for a 
Johannine introduction of the passage if in fact the Gospel of John 
developed over time. The Pericope Adulterae could still be considered to be 
Johannine if it was added to the Gospel at a later stage by a Johannine 
author(s) or redactor(s). Likewise, Multiple Versions Theories offer possible 
explanations for omission of the twelve verses. The passage may not 
original to the earliest versions of the Fourth Gospel, but it could be original 
to the final drafts of this Gospel that were released later. Several theories 
related to this will be discussed in the final chapter.
As stated, Lectionary Theories did provide a little more fodder for 
discussion. Such theories do not have wholesale acceptance in the world of 
text criticism, but there are more than enough proponents of it to keep them 
fresh in our minds. Such theories suggest that because lectionary texts were 
prepared for public reading, John 7:53-8:11 was removed from the Gospel 
of John; instead the passage would be skipped over to aid in this public 
reading. Such a passing over of the passage propagated the pericope’s 
removal in manuscripts that followed and may provide reason for the silence 
of some early commentators in regards the passage. In light of this, various 
lectionary texts were compared and other examples where verses were 
skipped over were noted. From this it was deduced that it is possible for the 
omission of John 7:53-8:11 could very well be in keeping with such 
lectionary practice. Given the evidence of possible liturgical marks in the 
earliest manuscripts, it is not unreasonable to conclude that the Pericope 
Adulterae was omitted from the standard text of many manuscripts and in 
the regular order of worship. Further support for this could be found in the 
nature of the subject matter of the pericope. Though there is not substantial 
support for Lectionary Theories, these theories likely provide a better of 
explanation of how the pericope was omitted from the text than any theories 
that have been offered to date explaining how the pericope was added to the 
text. It is, however, premature to begin such a discussion about which 
theories are more likely than others; this subject matter will be discussed 
further in the following chapter.
Finally, discussion turned toward the Patristic evidence. Though there is 
an ongoing debate about the significance of these Church Fathers, no one 
can ignore their testimony for or against the pericope. Various early 
references to the Pericope Adulterae were discussed, though few provided 
any substantial evidence other than corroborating the early existence of the 
passage, until the discussion centered on Ambrose, the Apostolic 
Constitutions, Jerome, and Augustine. These witnesses are all from the 
fourth and fifth centuries, but their testimonies are highly significant. Both 
Ambrose and Augustine suggest similar theories, that the pericope was 
removed due to the early Church’s strict views regarding sexual sins. The 
Apostolic Constitutions, based on the earlier Didascilia Apostolorum, quotes 
directly from the passage in teaching bishops how to show mercy and 
appears to be presented in such an authoritative way that it may suggest that 
the pericope is considered to be scripture. Most notably, Jerome included 
the pericope in the Vulgate claiming that John 7:53-8:11 was found in many 
Greek and Latin manuscripts. Given that Jerome was charged by the Church 
to assemble the Vulgate and that he must have had unlimited access to the 
finest manuscripts available in his day, presumably including some which 
could be much older than the current “best manuscripts” known to us, it is 
possible that the Pericope Adulterae had a legitimate home in the Gospel 
text in the multiple languages of Greek and Latin.
Continuing the discussion of the Patristic witnesses it was noted that 
various other Fathers quote or discuss the passage, but few with the force of 
those just mentioned. Many of these witnesses are simply catalogued with 
little scholarly discussion. In addition to this, it was observed that some 
notable Church Fathers who discussed issues such as adultery and 
forgiveness for sexual immorality fail to comment on the passage, including 
Origen, Tertullian, and Cyprian. Such silence is significant, but not without 
possible explanation. Lectionary Theories, strict views on the sin of 
adultery in the early Church, and Alexandrian influence may provide 
reasons for their silence. If in fact, these Fathers did not comment on 
passages that were not publicly read, there would be no need to since early 
Christians had no access to manuscripts other than hearing that which was 
read in public worship. Likewise, Jesus’ treatment of the adulterous woman 
may have caused alarm, and therefore the passage may have been avoided 
due to doctrinal biases or uncertainty about the textual history of the 
pericope. Finally, if the Fathers in question only had access to Alexandrian 
manuscripts that had omitted the passage, their silence may be due to the 
unfortunate limited access to other manuscripts. These theories provide 
possibilities, but discussion concluded acknowledging that their silence is 
odd.
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This “overwhelming” amount of evidence leaves us with many questions, 
beginning with those that must be answered by those who favor the 
inclusion of the Pericope Adulterae within the Fourth Gospel. Why is the 
pericope missing from so many manuscripts both Greek and other versions, 
including the earliest in our possession? Why are various Church Fathers 
silent regarding the passage? If the passage was removed from the Gospel, 
what demonstrable evidence can be presented? When did such a removal 
occur and by whom? Such questions have possible answers, with some 
being admittedly stronger than others. Still much uncertainty remains for 
any attempts to demonstrate that the Pericope Adulterae belongs within the 
Gospel of John.
At the same time, those who argue against the inclusion of the pericope 
face questions of their own. If the pericope was inserted at a later, when did 
this occur? Who is responsible for this insertion? Where does the pericope 
originally come from? How could such a large selection of verses find its 
way into the Gospel, possibly with some contextual and stylistic 
compatibility? Why was the pericope added if it contained such 
controversial material for the early Church? Why is there no evidence of a 
debate regarding the inclusion of the pericope? Why is the pericope found 
in so many manuscripts? Should the fact that numerous manuscripts that 
omit the pericope, including our oldest manuscripts, all originate from Egypt 
cause textual critics to wonder about the significance of their evidence? 
Has the lectionary system adversely affected this passage? Why do so many 
Church Fathers quote the passage?
Such questions are difficult to answer for both sides. Thus, debate 
continues. While the external evidence is largely not in favor of including 
John 7:53-8:11 in the Fourth Gospel, many lines of evidence could be used 
to argue for inclusion; however, with the added matter of internal evidence 
on both sides, further questions are raised. In the final chapter, attention 
will turn towards providing some answers to questions related to both 
internal and external evidence as various theories of omission and inclusion 
of the Pericope Adulterae are presented and discussed.
Chapter 7: Conclusions
344
Determining exactly how and when the Pericope was omitted or 
incorporated into the Gospel of John is no easy task. The history of 
scholarship regarding this passage bears witness to this fact; to date, there 
has been no definitive theory and/or explanation of such, and thus the debate 
continues. The chapters that precede have detailed a wide range of 
evidential lines regarding both sides of this debate, and the complexity of 
such has once again left the investigator with no definitive theory. In 
regards to John 7:53-8:11, the external evidence admittedly speaks loudly 
against the inclusion of the passage, at least when traditional rules of textual 
criticism are followed. This will likely not be overturned any time soon, 
unless Greek papyri/manuscripts which include the Pericope Adulterae and 
which are older than P66, P75, Sinaiticus, and/or Vaticanus are discovered. 
At the same time, as convincing as this external evidence may be, many 
questions remain unanswered. The internal evidence is mixed, but notably 
much of the internal evidence which has been used to argue against the 
inclusion of the pericope can actually be turned around to testify on behalf 
o f  its inclusion. Still, questions regarding the internal evidence remain as 
well; hence, the conclusion that no definitive theory can be offered. Though 
it generally appears to be a foregone conclusion that John 7:53-8:11 does 
not belong in the Gospel of John, lingering questions remain unanswered.
It is the aim of the present work to address such questions in hope of 
furthering new discussion. While no definitive theory of omission/inclusion 
is proposed at the present time, several probable theories of each are. Each 
has various pros and cons which need to be considered. This concluding 
chapter will serve as the beginning of such consideration. Each of these 
theories will be weighed and evaluated in regards to the evidence discussed 
in the previous three Chapters (4, 5, and 6), following some observations 
from previous scholarship as detailed in chapter 2. Based on these findings 
suggestions for further work/study for each of these theories will be offered. 
The theories of omission/inclusion proposed are as follows:
1. The Pericope Adulterae was inserted into the Fourth Gospel 
at a later date by a redactor who (a) discovered material that 
the original Evangelist had forgotten to include or (b) 
gathered additional teachings of the Beloved Disciple to 
include in the Gospel text. This redactor may have been 
part of the Johannine community.
2. The Pericope Adulterae was inserted into the Fourth Gospel 
by later scribes who found the story and believed that the
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position between John 7:52 and 8:12 was most appropriate.
This might include apologetic reasons.
3. The Pericope Adulterae was omitted from the Fourth Gospel 
at an early date as lectionary style manuscripts were being 
developed and certain texts were chosen for readings on 
particular dates. The pericope was neglected in public 
reading and commentaries, and thus became dubious in the 
eyes of some scribes and/or Church leaders. The pericope 
was later “re-discovered” and re-inserted into the Gospel.
4. The Pericope Adulterae was omitted from the Fourth Gospel 
at an early date “accidentally” as an incomplete edition of 
the Gospel was released before the Evangelist completed it 
and released the final edition that included the pericope.
Earlier incomplete copies of the Gospel outnumber and 
predate the later copies, thus causing doubt about the 
authenticity of the passage.
5. The Pericope Adulterae was omitted from the Fourth Gospel 
at an early date by scribes and/or Church leaders who 
believed that the pericope might be misinterpreted to be 
lenient on the sin of adultery. Later scribes/Church leaders 
then re-inserted the pericope back into the Gospel when 
fears about this had been stilled.
In general, the standard rules of textual criticism will be applied. No 
single manuscript or group of manuscripts can have supreme rule; all 
manuscripts deserve a hearing, even the Byzantine (Metzger, 2005:214). 
Likewise, the reading which best explains the other reading(s) is generally 
to be considered the original reading (Aland and Aland, 1989:281). The 
more difficult the reading, the more probable the reading (lectio difficilior 
lection potior)(Ibid). Shorter readings will be preferred, unless omission for 
pious reasons can be accounted for (Metzger, 2005:209). In regards to this 
latter caveat, greater ambiguity in readings of a given variation unit will 
point towards concerns of the early Church (Epp, 2002:234). In the analysis 
of these theories the law of parsimony348 requires the investigator to follow 
the path of least resistance, that is the theory or theories with the least 
complications. In terms of textual criticism this means that “only the 
reading that satisfies both the internal and external reading can be original” 
(Aland and Aland, 1989:280-281).
348 Also known as Occam’s (Ockham’s) Razor or the “law of succinctness.”
At the same time, even the most ardent defenders of these rules admit 
that there are times when such rules must be broken. No single manuscript 
or group of manuscripts can be followed mechanically. As Metzger 
(2005:218-219) notes, “We must always remain open that the original 
reading has been preserved alone in one group of manuscripts, even in 
extremely rare instances, the Byzantine text.” As Omanson (2006:31) 
reminds us, “The copyist may have omitted material that was considered to 
be (i) unnecessary (ii) harsh (iii) contrary to pious belief, liturgical usage, or 
ascetical practice.” Metzger (2005:218) further observes, “Sometimes it 
happens that the only reading which seems to be in harmony with the 
author’s usage elsewhere is supported by the poorest external evidence. In 
such cases the decision of the textual critic will be made in accord with his 
general philosophy of textual methodology.” While the general rules of 
textual criticism are applied to the discussion of the Pericope Adulterae, 
some rules may on occasion need to be broken.349 The unique textual 
situation of the pericope should at the very least allow for this variance. 
However, the decision to bend and/or ignore certain rules of textual 
criticism will be reserved for those who follow the recommendations for 
further study presented in the present work.
1.0  Th e o r y #  1 - R e d a c t io n a l In s e r t io n
The first theory proposed actually includes several sub-theories within 
the main theory; because the relationship between these sub-theories and the 
evidence discussed in the preceding chapters is very much similar, each will 
be treated under the heading of the overarching theory that a Johannine 
redactor(s) inserted the Pericope Adulterae into the Gospel of John at a later 
date. This theory would thus claim that John 7:53-8:11 was not part of any 
original version of the Fourth Gospel, but that it was nevertheless later 
incorporated into the text perhaps along with other material (cf. chapter 21). 
The pericope would be considered “Johannine” due to the fact that the 
redactor was associated with the Beloved Disciple, the original Evangelist, 
and/or the Johannine Community, and that the story itself may have come 
from one of these Johannine figures. This could be an additional piece of 
Jesus tradition or an additional teaching of the Evangelist and/or Beloved 
Disciple. As Raymond Brown comments, “The fact that the story was 
added to the Gospel only at a later period does not rule out the possibility 
that we are dealing with a stray narrative composed in Johannine circles”
346
349 An example of this is found in 1 Corinthians 14:34-35, where the rules of text 
criticism are largely ignored (Collins, 1999:514ff).
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(1966-1970:335); “the redactor may have been trying to make the Gospel as 
complete a collection of Johannine tradition as possible” (2003:246).
The question now becomes, how probable is this theory in light of the 
evidence presented in this work? Beginning with Literary Context (chapter
4), it can be noted that such a theory does account for similar themes in both 
the immediate context of John 7 and 8 as well as the larger context of the 
Fourth Gospel. If a redactor with Johannine ties were to rework and make 
emendations to the Gospel, it is not unreasonable to conclude that he would 
be familiar enough with the text to be able to incorporate these themes. This 
would include such themes as proper interpretation of the Law (section 2.1), 
judgment (2.2), Tabernacles (2.3), Moses (3.1), non-condemnation (3.2), 
leaving a sinful lifestyle (3.3), witness/testimony (3.4), as well as the 
dualistic contrast between light and darkness (3.5). Similarly, the redactor 
could likely have worked John 7:53-8:11 into the Gospel in such a way that 
provides for a better transition between 7:52 and 8:12 than one finds by not 
including the pericope (section 2.4). This may or may not involve the 
addition of the introductory verses of the pericope, 7:53-8:1. Contextually, 
theory #1 is quite compatible with the evidence presented.
In regards to Style & Vocabulary (chapter 5), this theory is likewise well- 
suited. Though it has been demonstrated that there are likely no 
overwhelming arguments against the inclusion of the pericope based upon 
the style or vocabulary, there are some notable oddities. The Pericope 
Adulterae both includes terms that are not common to the Gospel (section
3.0) and is missing many terms that are common to the Gospel (section 6.0). 
Each of these observations demands explanation, but at the same time, the 
appearance of numerous Johannine features in the pericope warrants 
attention as well. The theory of a Johannine redactor likely provides good 
explanation of both. The redactor’s familiarity with Johannine material 
could account the usage of common Johannine terms and style; the fact that 
the redactor is a different individual than the original Evangelist who 
penned the Gospel would then account for any differences. This theory does 
not account for the appearance of possible Lukan style present in the 
pericope, but as demonstrated (section 8.0), suggestions of Lukan style, 
origin, and/or influence may be over-blown.
As far as the interconnectedness of chapters 5-8 (section 12.0) is 
concerned, this theory finds mixed results. The redactor would likely be 
capable enough of blending the Pericope Adulterae with the additional 
material found in these chapters; however, if the interconnectedness is as 
tight and precise as suggested by some (cf. Culpepper, 1998:166ff), it is 
questionable as to whether or not the redactor could work these twelve 
verses into the framework of the chapters without doing harm to the 
connections contained in them. Then again, if the redactor is responsible for
editing and/or rearranging the Fourth Gospel as a whole, it is quite possible 
that he could be responsible for many of these connections and could have 
thus added in John 7:53-8:11 as part of the overall scheme. The same could 
be said for any arguments regarding chiasm in the Fourth Gospel (section
13.0). Stylistically, theory #1 is probable.
Finally in relation to the External Evidence (chapter 6), this theory does 
provide some answers to the issues presented, but it does not fully answer 
all of these issues. The absence of the Pericope Adulterae in the earliest 
Greek manuscripts (section 2.0) and in the works of several prominent 
Church Fathers (section 9.7), cannot sufficiently be explained unless the 
redactor responsible for including the pericope revised the Gospel at a later 
date than is likely probable. Though the story of John 7:53-8:11 is said to 
have arguably been in existence in the second century (section 8.0), it does 
not begin to show up in Greek manuscripts until the fifth century with 
Codex Bezae (section 2.7). The fact that all known manuscripts before 
Codex Bezae omit the pericope suggests that the redactor would have had to 
have worked in later centuries much farther removed from the late first/early 
second century when the Gospel was most likely composed. Such a 
suggestion is problematic, due to the fact that no incomplete copies of the 
Gospel of John are known to exist, with the exception of those that omit the 
Pericope Adulterae.350 If any redactor is to have handled the Gospel of 
John, he must have done so at an early point in its history, most likely prior 
to the creation of the earliest manuscripts in our possession today (ca. 200 
A.D.). Jerome’s statement that the Pericope Adulterae was found in many 
Greek and Latin manuscripts (section 9.4) also complicates this theory. It 
remains questionable as to why the work of the Johannine redactor had only 
affected some copies of the Gospel, not all of them.
This remains the case unless other theories are combined with the theory 
of a Johannine redactor. Either multiple editions of the Gospel (theory #4), 
one with the pericope and one without, would be required to account for the 
omissions of the text from some manuscripts, or it would have to be proven 
that scribal marks such as the asterisks and umlaut present in many of the 
early manuscripts are in fact scribal notation of intentional omissions in the 
text (section 2.1a). Such scribal omissions would have to be accounted for 
by possible Lectionary Theories (theory #3) or what has been called 
“suppression theories” (theory #5) like those suggested by such Church 
Fathers as Ambrose (section 9.2) and Augustine (section 9.5) as well as 
modern day scholars such as Zane Hodges (1979, 1980). If it could be
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demonstrated that the Pericope Adulterae was in existence in some copies of 
the Gospel of John (or knowingly omitted from some of these copies) at an 
earlier period, then theory #1 is more tenable; however, because the theory 
likely requires the help of additional theories, it becomes less probable.
Additionally, it could be suggested that this theory fails to account for 
the misplacements of the Pericope Adulterae within the canon of scripture 
(section 4.0); a Johannine redactor could have inserted this story at any 
portion of the Gospel of John, but it is improbable that he would have done 
so at various locations within the Gospel. It is even more problematic to 
suggest that he would have done so within the Gospel of Luke. However, 
theory #1 remains fairly strong due to the recognition that all such 
misplacements of the pericope are from the ninth century or later. Thus, the 
redactor may have inserted the pericope into its traditional location, 
following 7:52, and all such misplacements subsequently occurred later. 
This does require the omission of the story from some manuscripts, which 
once again hinges upon other theories proving true. In the end, theory #1 
sufficiently accounts for the internal evidence, while explanation of the 
external is left somewhat wanting.
2 .0  Th e o r y  #  2 -  E c c l e s ia s t ic a l  In t e r p o l a t io n
The second theory proposed, that John 7:53-8:11 was inserted into the 
Gospel of John by later scribes, also includes a wide range of possibilities. 
This later insertion would have been undertaken by scribes who likely had 
no affiliation with any Johannine community and certainly not with the 
original Evangelist and/or the Beloved Disciple. Theory #2 suggests the 
pericope is not original to the Gospel of John and that at some point far 
removed from the original writing it, a story that was presumably believed to 
be an authentic piece of Jesus tradition (see section 1.0 in Chapter 1) was 
viewed as deserving preservation, and thus engrafted into the canon of 
scripture in a position which seemed to be least intrusive. It is possible that 
such insertion was undertaken for apologetic reasons; later scribes and/or 
Church leaders wanted to add the authority of Jesus to various doctrines or 
to defend certain issues relating to Jesus and/or the Church. For example, 
Marsh’s (1957:683-684) suggestion of illustrating leniency in matrimonial 
offenses and Keith’s (2009) argument for defending the literacy of the early 
Church could be considered. Due to the fact that suggestions of why scribes 
chose to include the pericope are endless, no such suggestions will be 
discussed in detail. Instead, the overarching theory that scribes knowingly 
incorporated the pericope into the canon at a later date will be evaluated.
Contextually, theory #2 is feasible. Later scribes could have worked the 
pericope into Gospel of John due to perceived similarities in themes, both in 
the micro and macro contexts (sections 2.0 and 3.0 respectively). Though it
is less probable that these later scribes would have been as familiar with 
Johannine style as the Johannine redactor of theory #1 would be, it is still 
possible that the scribes could have been observant enough to make such 
connections between the pericope, the Tabernacles Discourse, and the 
Gospel of John. However, given the fact that these scribes would have 
likely had less freedom than the redactor had to work with the entire Gospel, 
it becomes less probable that these scribes could have included the pericope 
without doing harm to any interconnectedness (section 12.0) and/or chiasms 
(section 13.0) present in the Gospel. It remains questionable as to whether 
or not these scribes had any freedom to alter the text of the pericope, such as 
adding Johannine vocabulary or additional Johannine themes, in order to 
make it better accord with the Gospel. It would also be questionable as to 
whether or not they would have chosen the traditional location following 
7:52 due to any perceived awkwardness in transition between this verse and 
8:12 (section 2.4) or whether or not they had the freedom to add any 
introductory verses (7:53-8:1). Theory #2 remains possible in regards to 
Context; however, this theory may not be as strong as theory #1.
This appears to be the case as well in relation to Style & Vocabulary 
(chapter 5). If these later scribes were able to modify the text of John 7:53­
8:11, it would be possible to account for the various Johannine stylisms 
present in the pericope; however, it seems less likely that these scribes 
would have as much freedom to alter the text as a Johannine redactor would. 
It is not totally impossible, but it is admittedly less probable. Thus it 
becomes less likely that such Johannine style can be accounted for by 
scribal work. On the other hand, the questionable non-Johannine vocabulary 
(see section 3.0) and missing preferred Johannine style (section 6.0) would 
better be accounted for. While one might expect a Johannine redactor to 
polish up any additions in accordance with typical Johannine style, this 
would not likely be the case for a later scribe. The inclusion of potential 
Lukan influence (section 8.0) and even possible connections with Susanna 
(section 9.0) becomes less problematic, though arguments for connections to 
both have not proven to be all that forceful.
The appearance and lack of appearance of certain terms and stylistic 
traits could sufficiently be demonstrated by theory #2. Explanation is still 
required for the inclusion of many uniquely Johannine features such as 
reference to stoning for violation of the Law (section 10.3), Johannine 
asides (section 10.4), symbolism (11.1), and irony (11.4), as well as for the 
similarities in the Greek between John 6:6/8:6 (section 10:4) and 5:14/8:11 
(section 10.7), and the interconnectedness of chapters 5-8 (section 12.0), but 
many questionable issues relating to Johannine style and vocabulary 
disappear.
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Perhaps most sufficiently, theory #2 addresses the issues posed by the 
External Evidence (chapter 6). The omission of the text in the earliest 
manuscripts (section 2.0) and in the works of many prominent Patristic 
witnesses (section 9.7) can more easily be accounted for. The earlier 
papyri/manuscripts are left wanting to the Pericope Adulterae precisely 
because the pericope was not inserted into any manuscripts until a later date. 
The “missing” witness of some Church Fathers is likewise explained by the 
fact that these Fathers were unaware of the story because it was not included 
in the manuscripts with which they were familiar. Conversely, this theory 
does not fully answer Jerome’s statement regarding the inclusion of the 
pericope in many early Greek and Latin manuscripts (section 9.4). In order 
to account for his statement, one would have to assume that some scribes 
had been sporadically incorporating the story into certain manuscripts well 
before later scribes began to more commonly include the story. This is a 
possibility when it is noted that the appearance of scribal notations could 
indicate awareness of the pericope (section 2.1a); such asterisks/umlaut may 
be an indication that scribes were aware of the inclusion of the story in 
certain manuscripts, but for some reason these particular scribes chose not to 
include the story in the manuscripts with which they were working on. It 
would only be sometime later that a majority of scribes would begin 
including the pericope, following suit with some of the manuscripts that 
Jerome may have been referring to. Explanation would thus be required in 
regards to why the early scribes began including the pericope to start with.
This theory does, likewise, account for the array of Patristic witnesses 
who do speak on behalf of the pericope. Due to scribal attempts to include 
John 7:53-8:11 into the Gospel of John, various Church Fathers spoke in 
relation to the text; others remained silent because the inclusion may not 
have been widespread from the outset. This could also have led to the 
attempts some, such as those of Ambrose (section 9.2) and Augustine 
(section 9.5), to explain the omission of the story in certain manuscripts. 
Theory #2 proves to be strong in answering issues related to the external 
evidence. The theory is less forceful in relation to the internal evidence, 
though it provides possible explanation for this evidence; that which is 
provided is noticeably weaker than that of the aforementioned theory #1.
3 .0  Th e o r y  #  3 -  L it u r g ic a l  Om is s io n
Theory #3 has already been discussed to some extent in Chapter 6 
(section 6.0), but the cumulative effect of internal evidence plus external 
evidence provides need for further discussion. This theory suggests that, 
either intentionally or unintentionally, the lectionary system of the ancient 
Church contributed to the removal of the Pericope Adulterae. Because the 
passage was skipped over in liturgical readings and commentaries, the
pericope became unfamiliar may have even been removed from certain 
lectionary readings. Over time as lectionary practices were becoming more 
widespread and as further lectionary style manuscripts were being prepared 
for liturgical usage, John 7:53-8:11 was removed from its context until it 
was finally omitted from the Gospel of John. This theory presupposes that 
the Pericope Adulterae is original to the Fourth Gospel and that the text was 
re-inserted into the Gospel of John at a later date, apparently when the 
liturgical omission’s effect was finally realized. No definitive explanation is 
suggested for the initial removal of the pericope, but this may have occurred 
for moral reasons (see theory #5), uncertainty about the tenor of the story, or 
simply to provide a more cohesive public reading and better lesson for 
Pentecost.
As it relates to the internal evidence, theory #3 would sufficiently 
complement the findings of both Literary Context (Chapter 4) and Style & 
Vocabulary (Chapter 5). Because both chapters provide demonstrable 
Johannine characteristics, a theory that assumes Johannine originality of the 
pericope makes sense. No real explanation is needed for the appearance of 
Johannine contextual themes (sections 2.0 and 3.0 in Chapter 4), Johannine 
terminology and stylistic traits (section 10.0 in Chapter 5), or the 
interconnectedness of chapters (sections 12.0 and 13.0 in Chapter 5), 
because Johannine authorship is implied. Similarly, because the preceding 
chapters provide probable explanations for the appearance of what have 
been labeled as non-Johannine characteristics (sections 3.0-6.0 in Chapter
5), theory #3 further holds up. The removal of the pericope also could 
explain the awkwardness of the transition found between 7:52 and 8:12 
(section 2.4 in Chapter 4). Explanation might be required for possible 
connections to Lukan literature (section 8.0 in Chapter 5) and/or Susanna 
(section 9.0), but as demonstrated, none of the suggested connections are too 
problematic for any arguments involving Johannine authorship.
The subject of External Evidence (Chapter 6) is, however, more 
complicated. Theories relating to Lectionary Texts provide some 
explanation for omissions in certain manuscripts, but such theories are 
vastly unproven. Many of the earliest Greek manuscripts (cf. P66, P75, 
Washingtonianus, and possibly even Sinaiticus and Vaticanus), along with 
most of the early translations from Greek into other languages, show 
possible signs of being made from early lectionaries and/or copies prepared 
for public reading (sections 2.0 and 3.0), lending further credence to theory 
#3. The asterisks/umlaut present in these manuscripts could be considered 
to be liturgical markings for pause during public reading or possibly 
marking passages indicated for liturgical reasons (section 2.1a). The 
omission of the Pericope Adulterae in all of the manuscripts and versions 
thus becomes explainable.
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In regards to the misplacement of the pericope (section 4.0), explanation 
is provided as well, for the difficulty in attempting to re-insert the passage 
and possible associations with other passages from other lections could have 
created uncertainty. Conflation with additional lectionary readings could 
contribute to misplacment in the Gospel of Luke. Theory #3 also accounts 
for the silence of some Church Fathers (section 9.7) and the commentary by 
others (sections 9.1-9.6). If in fact some manuscripts were lectionary style 
and others were not, different Fathers treated the passage differently. Those 
who followed and commented upon lectionary style manuscripts do not 
comment on John 7:53-8:11 because it was not a passage that was publicly 
read and/or because it was not included in the manuscripts with which they 
were working (Exell and Spence, 1919); those who do comment were either 
aware of the impact of the lectionary omission and/or simply had additional 
manuscripts with which they chose to work that did include the pericope. 
Specifically, Jerome’s statement (section 9.4) can be accounted for. His 
observation that the pericope was included in numerous manuscripts (which 
is also an admission that the pericope was not included in others) would 
likely be based upon viewing both lectionary and non-lectionary style 
manuscripts. Statements by some such as Ambrose (section 9.2) and 
Augustine (section 9.5) would also accord with this theory, providing more 
explanation about the reasons why some lectionaries may have omitted the 
verses.
Overall, theory #3 can sufficiently account for all of the evidence; 
however, the theory requires that the external evidence be interpreted in a 
certain way that remains very much debatable. It is possible that the 
manuscripts that omit the Pericope Adulterae are lectionary style texts or at 
least related to them, but this has not been and perhaps cannot be 
sufficiently proven. The reality of such liturgical practices being able to 
have such a sweeping affect remains debatable. It is easy to see how such 
lectionary omission could have furthered what was already a tenous textual 
history of John 7:53-8:11, but it is more difficult to understand how it could 
have caused the intial omission.
At the same time, such theories cannot likely be easily disproven either. 
The dismissal of this theory does raise a question or two. If the pericope is 
not original, why would a later scribe introduce this story of an adulteress 
woman into the middle of the lectionary lesson that had been designated for 
Pentecost? Would it even be possible to add the passage, especially with of 
such a highly-controversial past, in the middle of a widely accepted and 
presumably well-loved portion of scripture? While it would appear that it is 
more likely John 7:53-8:11 would be removed from the Pentecost lesson 
rather than thrust into it, such reasoning does not prove the theory. Theory
#3 remains possible, but due to uncertainties in how the external evidence 
must be interpreted, the theory remains questionable and somewhat tenuous.
4 .0  Th e o r y  # 4  -  A c c id e n t a l  Om is s io n
The basic premise of theory #4 is that the Gospel of John had multiple 
editions that were released, an earlier edition without the Pericope Adulterae 
(and possibly other verses/passages) and later edition with the pericope (and 
possibly other verses/passages). According to the theory, John 7:53-8:11 is 
considered to be Johannine because it was composed by either the 
Evangelist, a Johannine redactor, or the Johannine community, the latter two 
of which would have had ties to the former. According to this theory, the 
earlier edition was released before the Gospel was considered “complete” by 
the party or parties that composed it. It may or may not have been the same 
Evangelist who released both copies. Once the later edition was released, it 
found some hearing as well, but the earlier version had already gained a 
foothold in certain areas of the Church; based on the finding s of External 
Evidence (Chapter 6), this would likely be the region of Alexandria in 
particular. Eventually, the later edition gained precedence, and thus, all 
later manuscripts followed this version. Attempts may have then been made 
to re-insert the pericope into various other manuscripts that were found want 
of the story. The example of Cicero’s Academica, is cited as an example of 
a similar “accidental omission” (cf. Knust, 2008). Academica was released 
in two copies; the earlier incomplete version gained more widespread use 
than the later more completed version, and today more copies of the earlier 
version are known to exist than of the later version.
Theory #4, like the previous two theories, can account for the findings of 
internal evidence presented in the preceding chapters. Because the Pericope 
Adulterae is said to have been written by a Johannine source, all of the 
Johannine contextual ties (Chapter 4), Johannine vocabulary (Chapter 5), 
and Johannine stylisms (Chapter 5) can be accounted for. Even though the 
passage would have been worked into the middle of the Tabernacles 
Discourse at a later point, the person or persons responsible for its insertion 
was familiar enough with Johannine style to give the pericope a firm fitting. 
It is also possible that he even rearranged and/or modified the Gospel in the 
process. Even if this latter suggestion is not the case, theory #4 could 
account for some of the claims made by certain scholars arguing that John 
7:53-8:11 interrupts the flow of the discourse (section 1.0 in Chapter 4). 
Likewise, the late addition could account for additional claims of non­
Johannine style and vocabulary (sections 2.0-6.0 in Chapter 5) due to the 
fact that the person responsible for the later edition may not have been the 
original Evangelist. Even though both figures would still be considered 
Johannine sources, the fact that different persons may have worked on the
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text might provide explanation for different literary features. In all, theory 
#4 reconciles with the internal evidence very appropriately.
As for the External Evidence (Chapter 6), the verdict is a bit more muted. 
The theory could account for the omission of the pericope in numerous 
manuscripts, including the earliest, as well as additional versions which may 
related to the these manuscripts (sections 3.0 and 4.0). The various textual 
markings in some of these manuscripts (section 2.1a) could then be seen as 
marking dubious passages that were known to exist in other manuscripts but 
that were absent from the exemplars which these manuscripts were being 
copied from. Likewise, this theory could account for the pericope’s 
inclusion in other manuscripts such as Codex Bezae (section 2.7); these 
would likely have been copied from the later edition of the Gospel. The 
same could be said for the variance in Patristic witnesses (section 9.0). 
Those Father’s that do not comment on the pericope may have only been 
privy to the earlier version without the pericope; those who do comment 
conversely would have worked with the later edition that did include the 
story.
In regards to the misplacement of John 7:53-8:11 (section 4.0), this could 
be explained by later attempts to re-insert the pericope back into some 
manuscripts. It is possible that as the later edition asserted its superiority 
remaining manuscripts that were void of the story were reworked to include 
the pericope; however, it should be acknowledged that it does seem odd that 
such misplacement would occur in the face of the knowledge of so many 
other copies of the Gospel that include the story following John 7:52. This 
is especially true in regards to misplacement within the Gospel of Luke. 
Still, the fact that the abundance of misplacements fall within the Gospel of 
John at the very least indicates that the story was generally associated with 
the Fourth Gospel.
Overall, theory #4 can account for all of the evidence, but not without 
problems. For one thing, there is no known existing copy of the Gospel of 
John that is different from that which we have in all the available 
manuscripts today (minus the Pericope Adulterae, 5:4, and a few minor 
variants).351 Secondly, there is no known debate among the Patristic 
witnesses regarding multiple editions of the Gospel of John. From all 
indications, these Fathers all viewed the same text, some arguably minus 
John 7:53-8:11. Still, a lack of evidence is an argument from silence and is 
therefore not entirely conclusive. Though unlikely, it is not totally 
improbable that an earlier version of the Gospel of John which did not
351 Lightfoot, 1983:8; Culpepper, 1983:49; Culpepper and Black, 1996:241; Brown, 
2003:63, 86, 111, 308.
include the pericope was released before the later, completed version with 
the passage was released. The earlier version had a tremendous effect in 
portions of the Church and contributed to many of the difficulties associated 
with the lack of the passage in the earliest manuscripts and the silence of 
some Church Fathers. Because theory #4 accords with the evidence 
discussed throughout this work, the theory remains a possibility. It remains 
debatable as to how strong of a possibility this is.
5 .0  Th e o r y # 5  -  E c c l e s ia s t ic a l  S u p p r e s s io n
Theory #5 is similar to those suggested by such Church Fathers as 
Ambrose and Augustine, and therefore has been briefly discussed in Chapter 
6 (sections 9.2 and 9.5 respectively). Such theories are arguably the most 
commonly proposed theories by those who argue fo r  the inclusion of the 
Pericope Adulterae in the Gospel of John.352 This theory suggests that the 
pericope is original to the Gospel of John, but that scribes omitted the text at 
an early date due to what could be perceived as moral laxity regarding the 
sin of adultery or worse a mistake being made by Jesus. In other words, 
theory #5 proposes that the pericope was “suppressed.”353 This theory 
hinges on the well-documented views of the early Church (sections 9.5 and
9.7 in Chapter 6), along with that of the Church’s Judaic heritage, where 
sexual sin was treated as extremely heinous, worthy of lengthy 
excommunication (cf. Basil, Cyprian, and Tertullian),354 unforgivable (cf. 
the Syrian Church),355 and/or punishable by death (cf. the Mishnah and 
Talmud).356 At some point later in history when such strict views had 
subsided to some extent, the pericope was then re-inserted into the Gospel.
Theory #5 is certainly in keeping with these strict views regarding 
adultery, but how does it fair with the rest of the evidence? Due to the fact 
that this theory presupposes that John 7:53-8:11 was original to the Fourth
356
352 Cf. Burgon, 1896:251; Zahn, 1909:415; Ironside, 1942:338; Trites, 1974: 145; 
Hodges, 1979:331; Burge, 1984; Stanton 1995:47; Boice, 1999:603; Gench, 
2004:137, 151-55.
353 Theory #3 is entitled as such following the suggestion of Jennifer Knust 
(2005:71-72), who appears to be the first to label similar theories as “suppression 
theories.”
354 Basil, can. 59; Langstadt, 1957:251-257; Burge, 1984:148; Evans, 2006:92.
355 Cf. McGuckin, 2004:259.
356 Cf. Danby, 1933:391; Hugenberger, 2006.
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Gospel, one finds that theory complements the contextual and stylistic 
evidence suggested in Chapters 4 and 5. The themes of the immediate 
context (section 2.0 in chapter 4) and the larger context of the Gospel 
(section 3.0) are consistent with what is found in the passage, the pericope 
arguably provides a better transition between 7:52 and 8:12 (section 2.4), 
and no explanation of how a later redactor or scribe carefully worked the 
pericope into the text is required. Contextually, the only concern may be 
that Jesus’ statement in 8:12 moves from the “last and greatest day of the 
feast” to the eighth day, but as observed in sections 1.0 and 2.4 of Chapter 4, 
this is not too problematic. Several scholars have argued that the 
Tabernacles Discourse makes sense even if the events of 8:12 and following 
are on the eighth day.
Stylistically, theory #5 holds up as well. Similar to that of Literary 
Context, because the Pericope Adulterae is assumed to be original to the 
Gospel, no explanation is needed for the presence of numerous examples of 
Johannine vocabulary and stylisms (sections 10.0 and 11.0) or 
interconnectedness/chiasm (12.0/13.0). In fact, this is what one would 
expect if Johannine authorship is understood. Some explanation is needed 
for the absence of “preferred” Johannine terms (section 6.0) and the 
presence of some “non-Johannine” terms, hapax legomena, and verb forms 
(sections 3.0, 4.0, 5.0 respectively), but as demonstrated none of these issues 
appear to be too overwhelming. In fact, John 7:53-8:11 fares as well as and 
at times better than other passages in the Gospel of John in regards to each 
of these areas (cf. 2:13-17). Theory #5 provides sufficient reasoning for the 
presence of Johannine style and vocabulary, and because that which is 
considered to be non-Johannine style and vocabulary can be explained, the 
theory fares well overall.
Lastly, in regards to the External Evidence (Chapter 6), theory #5 does 
provide explanation for the omission of the pericope in numerous early 
manuscripts. Combined with the evidence of what could be considered to 
be scribal markings demonstrating omissions (section 2.1a), this theory 
gains even more support. Because the earliest manuscripts are all from the 
same region of Alexandria and bear some resemblance to each other, it is 
possible that a single exemplar could have been the original text that omitted 
the pericope, ultimately affecting the various manuscripts that came from 
this region (section 2.12). Similarly, the versional evidence of omission 
(section 3.0) and the silence of some Church Fathers (section 9.7) could be 
accounted for by this theory. This latter point is especially profound when it 
is noted that some of the Fathers that are usually listed as being oddly silent 
about the passage are some of the ones who are documented as having stern 
views regarding sexual immorality (cf. Cyprian and Tertullian).
Further, Jerome’s statement regarding the inclusion of John 7:53-8:11 in 
many Greek and Latin manuscripts (section 9.4) and the pericope’s 
demonstrable inclusion in later manuscripts (section 2.7 and 2.11) both 
accord with this theory as well. The former highlights the fact that the story 
may not have been excised from all manuscripts, and the latter demonstrates 
that as views regarding sexual immorality cooled, the Pericope Adulterae 
began to find more of a home in the Gospel until it was generally regarded 
as to be essential part of it. Even the misplacement of the pericope in some 
later manuscripts (section 4.0) adds to this, for it appears that later scribes 
were ready to re-introduce the text into canon of scripture, but due 
uncertainty and/or the difficult textual history of excision and suppression of 
the story, various locations were offered. While Family 13 and the corrector 
of 1333 do include the pericope in the Gospel of Luke, all the other 
misplacements are within the Gospel of John (Diagram 9.0). There may 
have been uncertainty about exactly where in the Gospel of John to place the 
passage, but it does appear that the vast majority of scribes understood that 
the passage belongs in a Johannine context.
Most appropriately, theory #5 is in keeping with the comments offered 
by Ambrose (section 9.2) and Augustine (section 9.5), demonstrating that 
this theory is not something that has only been developed by modern-day 
textual critics; “suppression theories” were suggested by Patristic witnesses 
as early as fourth century. Though it cannot be proven, it is not unreasonable 
to believe that some Church Fathers like Ambrose and Augustine may have 
known specific examples of attempts to excise the pericope from the Fourth 
Gospel or that these Fathers had been informed of such practices from those 
who may have been witnesses of the practices. It is even possible that such 
information may have dated back to the original omission and subsequently 
been passed on through lines of teaching.
Of course, while this theory can account for the evidence it is 
nevertheless difficult to prove. One of the proponents of such a theory, 
Zane Hodges (1979:331) even states, “To assert that such an excision could 
not have occurred would be a proposition no one could logically 
defend. ..but if it did occur -  and at a very early date -  then the data of 
manuscripts, versions, and Fathers is not at all difficult to understand.” This 
theory is arguably the most simple to comprehend. The inclusion of 
additional theories is not required. At the same time, “suppression theories” 
have been considered to be speculative. It has been pointed out that “there 
is no instance elsewhere of copyist’s removing an extensive passage for 
moral reasons” (Omanson, 2006:183); however, such claims are also 
speculative. Just because there are no other examples does not mean that 
the Pericope Adulterae is not the example. A more forceful argument might 
be that the theory fails to explain why “preliminary verses, so important as
358
The Pericope Adulterae: Theories of Insertion & Omission 359
apparently descriptive of the time and place which the discourses of chapter 
8 were spoken, should have been omitted with the rest” (Ibid). This is more 
difficult to answer, but it is not impossible to answer. Either a Lectionary 
Text Theory (theory #3) or simply the belief that the twelve verses of the 
pericope stand together as an inseparable unit (cf. Burgon, 1896) can help to 
account for this. Ultimately, theory #5 accounts for the internal and external 
evidence in a less complex fashion than the four other theories suggested. 
There are questions that remained unanswered and the theory is likely 
unproveable, but arguably there does not appear to be a better theory that 
has been suggested to date that accounts for all the evidence.
6.0 P r o p o s e d  F u r t h e r  S t u d y
The Pericope Adulterae is at the same time one of the most beloved and 
one of the most controversial passages of scripture found in the entire New 
Testament, so controversial that some might take umbrage with the phrase 
“passage of scripture” used in this statement. While most scholars seem to 
concede the fact that the story found in John 7:53-8:11 is an authentic story 
from the life of Jesus, there is no consensus as to whether or not these verses 
should be included within the Gospel of John. There is no consensus, but 
there is certainly a majority, one that votes “no” in favor of inclusion. The 
“overwhelming” (Metzger, 1994:187) amount of external evidence is the 
foremost reason, though strands of internal evidence, context as well style, 
are often suggested as well. There remains, however, a minority of scholars 
who argue that the pericope is part of the Johannine Gospel. Thus, debate, 
though admittedly a mild debate, continues.
At the same time, no one has been able to sufficiently account for this 
passage. There has been no convincing explanation of where these verses 
originated, how they were inserted or omitted from the Gospel, or when 
such an event occurred. Speculation abounds, but that is the problem. It is 
just speculation. The present work has taken on the task of collating all of 
the available evidence regarding the Pericope Adulterae. No further 
speculation has been offered regarding the question posed, but a hypothesis 
of possible theories has been suggested. None is definitive enough to claim 
outright superiority, for each has its strengths and weaknesses. 
Nevertheless, some theories do prove stronger than others, as demonstrated 
in the discussion above. Likewise, some provide answers that are more 
palatable than others.
In recommending further study of John 7:53-8:11, a few questions are 
raised in regards to the evaluation of these theories. External evidence 
generally reigns supreme, but because the internal evidence can be 
demonstrated to be in favor of inclusion, should the submission of the 
internal to the external be reconsidered? This question is not unreasonable
in the light of the fact that the rules of textual criticism are broken on 
occasion (cf. 1 Corinthians 14:34-35). One only has to remember Metzger’s 
(2005:218) statement quoted above, “Sometimes it happens that the only 
reading which seems to be in harmony with the author’s usage elsewhere is 
supported by the poorest external evidence.” Is John 7:53-8:11 an example 
of a passage which deserves similar handling? If one ascribes to the Aland’s 
(1989:281) suggestion that “the reading which best explains the other is 
generally to be considered the original reading,” it must be asked which best 
explains the other, the omission or the interpolation of the Pericope 
Adulterae? As detailed above, it appears to be easier to account for the 
omission of the story rather than to account for its insertion. Likewise, 
because “shorter readings are preferred unless omission for pious reasons 
can be accounted for,” as has been suggested (Metzger, 2005:209; Omanson, 
2006:31), does not John 7:53-8:11 present a reasonable case for pious 
omission? Ambrose and Augustine believed so. Finally, if lectio difficilior 
lectio potior is upheld (Aland and Aland, 1989:281), the more difficult 
reading for John 7-8 appears to be one with the pericope included. The 
harsh views of adultery and sexual immorality found in first century 
Judaism and the early Church confirm this.
As suggested from the outset of this work, the law of parsimony requires 
the investigator to follow the path of least resistance and to follow the 
theory with the least complications. The present work concludes that those 
theories which suggest the originality of the Pericope Adulterae and its 
subsequent omission from the Gospel, most notably that which is related to 
ecclesiastical suppression (theory #5), appear to be the theories with the 
least resistance. However, those who follow this work will have to decide 
for themselves which course of study and/or theory to pursue.
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While the majority of the scholarly world seems to be settled in 
accepting the fact that the Pericope Adulterae (John 7:53-8:11) is a non­
Johannine interpolation, numerous questions remain unanswered in regards 
to the pericope, such as who penned these words, where the story originates 
from, and when was it inserted/omitted/re-inserted into the Fourth Gospel. 
In addition to this, there are mild debates that continue in regards to Greek 
manuscripts, the influence of lectionary practice, and the relevancy of the 
Patristic witnesses. Further, there is a minority who still argue for the 
inclusion of the Pericope Adulterae in the Fourth Gospel. Though there is a 
majority viewpoint, issues related to John 7:53-8:11 appear to be far from 
settled.
The present work does not argue for either side, but instead tests a 
hypothesis of several theories relating to the insertion or omission (and 
subsequent re-insertion) of the passage from the Gospel of John. Such 
theories are proposed in relation to collation of internal and external 
evidence both for and against the inclusion of the pericope. No particular 
theory is advocated for; instead each theory is evaluated based upon the 
evidence presented in this work and suggestions for further work are 
offered.
Chapter 1 presents an introduction to the Pericope Adulterae itself, along 
with a brief summary of the history of biblical interpretation and the history 
of such interpretation in relation to the Gospel of John in particular. Five 
theories of omission/insertion are then highlighted, setting the foundation 
for the work that will follow. These theories are categorized as Redactional 
Insertion, Ecclesiastical Insertion, Liturgical Omission, Accidental 
Omission, and Ecclesiastical Suppression.
Chapter 2 summarizes the history of research regarding John 7:53-8:11, 
beginning with the nineteenth century developments in textual criticism that 
broke away from Textus Receptus. This summary is not exhaustive, but 
rather highlights the major movements in the research of this passage up to 
the present day, detailing scholars who have either had a profound impact on 
textual criticism, written major works relating to the Pericope Adulterae, or 
written multiple works on the subject.
Chapter 3 presents a working translation and exegesis of the pericope. 
The translation is offered with comparison to the numerous variants 
associated with the passage; the exegesis is offered based upon the 
traditional location of John 7:53-8:11 immediately following John 7:52 and 
preceding 8:12.
Chapters 4 and 5 discuss the internal evidence of the literary context, 
style, and vocabulary of the Pericope Adulterae. In Chapter 4, comparison
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is made between the pericope and the immediate context of John 7-8 as well 
as the larger context of the Gospel of John. This includes discussion of 
various themes common to the Tabernacles Discourse and to the Gospel of 
John as a whole. Further, issues of transition between John 7:52 and 8:12 
are evaluated. In Chapter 5, suggested “non-Johannine“ and “Johannine“ 
style and vocabulary are discussed, in addition to arguments relating to 
hapax legomena, Lukan and/or Synoptic influence, and the relationship 
between the Pericope Adulterae and Susanna.
Chapter 6 presents the external evidence of the Greek papyri/ 
manuscripts, manuscripts in additional languages, and the Patristic 
Witnesses. Evaluation is made in regards to both the presence and absence 
of John 7:53-8:11 in numerous manuscripts and in the works of various 
Church Fathers. Further, several theories traditionally offered in response to 
the external evidence, such as Source Theories, Lectionary Text Theories, 
Majority Text Theories, and Multiple Edition Theories, are discussed as 
well.
Chapter 7 discusses each of the theories presented in Chapter 1. The five 
theories presented include Redactional Insertion, suggesting that a later 
Johannine redactor or community inserted the pericope at a later date; 
Ecclesiastical Interpolation, suggesting that later scribes not related to the 
Johannine redactor or community inserted the pericope; Liturgical 
Omission, suggesting that due to lectionary practice and manuscripts the 
pericope was omitted; Accidental Omission, suggesting that multiple copies 
of the Gospel of John were released, one without the pericope and one with 
the pericope; and Ecclesiastical Suppression, suggesting that the Church 
omitted the pericope out of fears that it could be misinterpreted and/or 
misapplied. Each theory is treated individually, though at times theories 
overlap with one another. Further, each is evaluated based upon the 
evidence presented in Chapters 4-6. Following this evaluation, suggestions 
for further study of the Pericope Adulterae are offered.
Samenvatting (Nederlandse)
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Hoewel de meerderheid van de wetenschappers ermee schijnt in te 
stemmen dat de Pericope Adulterae (Johannes 7:53-8:11) een niet- 
johanneïsche interpolatie is, blijven vele vragen met betrekking tot de 
perikoop onbeantwoord. Zo blijft onduidelijk wie deze verzen heeft 
geschreven, waar het verhaal vandaan komt en wanneer het is 
ingevoegd/weggelaten/opnieuw is ingevoegd in het vierde evangelie. 
Daarenboven blijft het debat over de Griekse manuscripten, de invloed van 
het gebruik van de lectionaria en de relevantie van de patristische getuigen 
in beperkte mate voortduren.
Verder is er een minderheid die nog steeds pleit voor het behoud van de 
Pericope Adulterae in het vierde evangelie. Hoewel er duidelijk een 
meerderheidsstandpunt is, zijn dus verschillende discussiepunten in verband 
met Johannes 7:53-8:11 helemaal nog niet beslist.
Dit werk pleit niet voor of tegen de originaliteit van de perikoop; in 
plaats daarvan test het verschillende theorieën voor invoeging of weglating 
(en vervolgens her-invoering) van de passage in het Johannesevangelie. 
Zulke theorieën zijn eerder voorgesteld in verband met collatie van intern en 
extern bewijs zowel voor as tegen de inclusie van de perikoop. In dit werk 
wordt geen theorie verdedigd maar in plaats daarvan wordt elke theorie 
geëvalueerd op basis van haar bewijsvoering, waarna suggesties voor verder 
onderzoek wordt geboden.
Hoofdstuk 1 biedt een inleiding op de Pericope Adulterae zelf, naast een 
beknopt historisch overzicht van de interpretaties van de perikoop evenals 
van de relatie van de perikoop tot het Evangelie van Johannes in het 
bijzonder. Vijf theorieën van omissie/invoeging worden voorgesteld, die de 
basis vormen voor de rest van de studie. Deze theorieën zijn: redactionele 
invoeging, kerkelijke invoeging, liturgische omissie, toevallige omissie en 
kerkelijke onderdrukking.
Hoofdstuk 2 vat de geschiedenis van het onderzoek betreffende Johannes 
7:53-8:11samen, te beginnen bij de negentiende-eeuwse ontwikkelingen in 
de tekstkritiek die toen los kwam van Textus Receptus. Deze samenvatting 
van het onderzoek is niet exhaustief maar biedt de belangrijkst tendensen in 
het onderzoek van de perikoop tot op de dag van vandaag. Aan onderzoekers 
die een belangrijke invloed hebben gehad in het tekstkritisch onderzoek, die 
bijzondere studies aan de Pericope Adulterae hebben gewijd of die meerdere 
publicaties over dit onderwerp hebben geschreven, wordt bijzondere 
aandacht besteed.
Hoofdstuk 3 geeft een werkvertaling en een exegese van de perikoop. De 
vertaling die wordt geboden wordt vergeleken met talrijke variante lezingen 
die met deze perikoop zijn verbonden. De exegese van Johannes 7:53-8:11
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gaat uit van de traditionele plaats in het Johannesevangelie onmiddellijk na 
Johannes 7:52 en voor 8:12.
Hoofdstukken 4 en 5 bespreken het intern onderzoek van de literaire 
context, stijl en de woordenschat van de Pericope Adulterae. In hoofdstuk 4 
wordt een vergelijking gemaakt tussen de perikoop en de onmiddellijke 
context van Johannes 7-8 evenals de bredere context in het 
Johannesevangelie. Daarin zijn inbegrepen discussies van verschillende 
thema’s eigen aan de tempelrede en het evangelie van Johannes in zijn 
geheel. Verder worden problemen met betrekking tot de overgang tussen 
Johannes 7:52 en 8:12 geëvalueerd. In hoofdstuk 5 worden de 
veronderstelde “niet-Johanneïsche“ en “Johanneïsche“ stijl en woordenschat 
besproken in samenhang met de argumenten die verband houden met hapax 
legomena, Lukiaanse en/of Synoptische invloed en de relatie tussen de 
Pericope Adulterae en Susanna.
Hoofdstuk 6 biedt het externe bewijs van de Griekse papyri/ 
manuscripten, manuscripten in andere talen en de patristische getuigen. De 
evaluatie gebeurt in het licht van zowel afwezigheid als aanwezigheid van 
Johannes 7:53-8:11 in talrijke manuscripten en in de werken van 
verschillende kerkvaders. Verder worden ook verschillende theorieën 
besproken, die traditioneel als antwoord op het externe bewijs worden 
geboden, zoals de Bronnentheorie, de Lectionaria-theorie, de theorie van de 
Meerderheidstekst, en de theorie van meervoudige uitgaven van het 
Johannesevangelie.
Hoofdstuk 7 bespreekt elke theorie die in hoofdstuk 1 kort was 
voorgesteld. De vijf theorieën betreffen redactionele invoeging, waarbij 
men aanneemt dat een latere Johanneïsche redactor of de Johanneïsche 
gemeenschap de perikoop heeft ingelast; kerkelijke invoeging, suggereert dat 
latere schrijvers die niet waren verboden met een Johanneïsche redactor of 
de Johanneïsche gemeenschap, de perikoop heeft ingelast; liturgische 
omissie, die aanneemt dat door de praktijk van de perikopenlezingen en de 
manuscripten die daartoe zijn gebruikt, de perikoop is weggelaten; 
toevallige omissie, die veronderstelt dat er meerdere manuscripten van het 
Johannesevangelie zijn uitgebracht, een zonder de perikoop en een met de 
perikoop; en ten slotte kerkelijke onderdrukking, die aanneemt dat de kerk de 
perikoop heeft geschrapt uit vrees voor een foute interpretatie of toepassing. 
Elke theorie wordt individueel behandeld, hoewel er natuurlijk 
overlappingen zijn. Bovendien wordt elke theorie beoordeeld op basis van 
het bewijs dat was verzameld in de hoofdstukken 4-6. Na deze evaluatie 
volgen suggesties voor verder onderzoek naar de Pericope Adulterae.
